THE GRAMMAR OF ESSE: RE-READING THOMAS
ON THE TRANSCENDENTALS

SIGLA. F¥or ease in argument, Thomas’s works will be cited according to the
following sigla: DYV, De Veritate; Sent, Scriptum on the Sentences; SCG, Contra
Gentiles; ST, Summa Theologiaze; InMet, commentary on the Metaphysics; Quod,
Quaestiones Quodlibetales; InDivNom, commentary on the Divine Names. The
number appearing before the siglum indicates a Book or Part number; thus, ‘1
Sent’ means the commentary on the first book of the Sentences and ‘4 SCG’
means the fourth Book of the Contra Gentiles.

(o

NE OF THE ADVANTAGES of the desuetude into
which Thomism has lately fallen is that interpreters
of Thomas Aquinas must address fundamentals.

The effect of the last decade’s convulsions was to break up a
discourse within which Thomism figured as something imme-
diate. For such discourse, Thomas was a thinker rather than
an artifact; he was an interlocutor, not an instance. But in the
immediacy of discourse, peripheral issues often acquired dis-
proportionate force. Familiarity with the basic formulae passed
for intelligibility. Today, when scholasticism seems to have the
bad odor of an ancien régime, the interpreter of Thomas must
work to secure the first things, the central insights, since it is
these that are controverted and misunderstood.* There is no
time for the peripheral and no ground for assuming familiarity.
If this is the only advantage of the change of fortune, it is still
an important one,

The first thing in Thomism is the doctrine of esse. It is first
in two ways, as a distinguishing characteristic and as a struc-
turing principle. Its being first as a characteristic needs little
demonstration. Even if Giles of Rome is seen as a vulgarizer of

* Michel Corbin has described the present state of Thomist exegesis with great
acuity in Le chemin de la théologie chez Thomas d’Aquin (Paris: Beauchesne,
1974), pp. 26-35. His own solution to the current dilemma-——the project of the
“lecture spéculative "—resembles the present reading in result, but not in justifica-
tion.
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2 MARK D. JORDAN

authentic Thomism, he is evidence that the doctrine of esse has
characterized Thomism—even constituted it in its uniqueness—
from the earliest days.? The doctrine of esse serves as center-
piece in the encyclopedic commentary of Capreolus, in the
Thomistic fundamentalism of certain Renaissance masters,® and
even in the unfortunate ““ Approved Theses of Thomistic Phi-
losophy.” *

But if the doctrine about esse has characterized historical
Thomism, it is not the case that the doctrine has informed the
reflection of Thomists. The twenty-four “ Theses” illustrate
the inverse relation between doctrinal peremptoriness and re-
flective appropriation. The more one insists on esse as the
shibboleth of some °true Thomism,” the less room there is for
showing how full of questions are Thomas’s texts about esse.
The force of these questions became apparent in the half dozen
works published in the years around 1940 by Fabro, Rahner,
Gilson, de Finance and others.’ The questions remain. To
insist that the doctrine of esse is characteristic of Thomas’s
thought can only underscore that its work as a principle has
yet to be grasped.

As a step towards clarifying this first thing in Thomism, T

2 See the introduction to the edition of his Theoremata de ente et essentia by
Edgar Hocedez (Louvain: Museum Lessianum, 1930). The authenticity of
Giles’s reading of Thomas was challenged as early as Robert Orford’s Reprobationes
dictorum a Fratre Egidio in pri Sententiarum (1288-1292).

®See the essay on Dominic of Flanders by Armando F. Verde, “ Domenico di
Fiandra, intransigente tomista non gradito nello studio TFiorentino,” in Tomismo
e antitomismo, Memorie Domenicane, N.S. 7 (1976), 304-21, but particularly pp.
810-311.

*The list was published in Acta Apostolicae Sedis, 6 (1914), 384 ff., and re-
printed in the Enchiridion Symbolorum, 32nd ed., ##3601-24. Its native defects
were exacerbated in the exposition of Guido Mattiussi, psiated in the Osservatore
and published as Le XXIV tesi della filosofia di 8. Tommaso d’Aquino (Rome:
Gregorian Univ., 1925); esp. pp. 28-34 and 45-51, where the doctrine of esse
becomes almost mechanical.

®The concurrence of the following books marks something like a turn in
the reading of Thomas: C. Fabro, La nozione metafisica di partecipazione secondo
8. Tommaso d’Aquino (1939); K. Rahner, Geist in Welt (1939); the revision of
Gilson’s Le Thomisme (1942); A. Hayden, L'intentionnel selon saint Thomas (1942);
J. de Finance, Etre et agir dans la philosophie de S. Thomas (1946, composed
19028-37); and L. De Raeymaeker, Philosophie de U'étre (1946), revising a Dutch
work of 1944.
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want to pick up the theme of esse at a point which is often over-
looked. Itis an obvious one, nonetheless. In Thomas’s thinking,
there are certain features which accrue to esse as such. These
are called, somewhat anachronistically, the ‘transcendentals.”®
The transcendentals are, to characterize them logically, terms
convertible with ‘ being > which are not synonyms for it. They
are, to sketch them ontologically, ubiquitous features which ex-
press the character of esse itself.” Thomas’s doctrine of the trans-
cendentals is surely familiar in these, its basic claims. But the
doctrine is routinely taken as another fact about beings, some-
thing to be secured by deductive stratagems, something to be
presented. It is rarely plumbed. It remains, to use Breton’s
phrase, “ classic and yet poorly known.”

T want to re-read Thomas’s teaching about the transcenden-
tals. This re-reading will entail, in the first section, a recapitu-
Iation of the chief Thomist text which treats of them. Then,
second, the reading will penetrate the text by asking about the
‘ grammar ’ of the transcendentals considered as expressions of
esse. The third and concluding section can then ask about the
purport of what the transcendentals do express.

1. The Chief Text on the Transcendentals.

Thomas’s most famous handling of the transcendentals opens

¢ Anachronistically, since ‘ transcendentia’ does not occur in Thomas’s writings,
with the exception of two dubious works. ¢ T'ranscendentium’ is found only once,
at DV q. 21 a3. The Index Thomisticus also gives nine authentic instances of
¢ transcendentibus’, largely in the Scriptum and 1ST. Coinage of the modem
sense of the term is attributed by Suarez to a sixteenth century Dominican,
Chrysostom Javelli; sce Joseph Owens, An Elementary Christian Metaphysics
(Milwaukee: Bruce, 1963), p. 111, n. 1. On the alternate medieval terminologies—
passiones entis, proprietates entis, universales intentiones—sce Francis J. Kovach,
Philosophy of Beauty (Norman: Univ. of Oklahoma, 1974), p. 287, n. 2.

7 A standard account of convertibility can be had in J. B. Lotz, Metaphysice
operationis humanae, methodo transcendentali explicata (Rome: Gregorian Univ,,
1958), Analecta Gregoriana #94, pp. 125-27. Kovach argues that the transcen-
dentals are defined by just three characteristics: convertibility with ‘being’,
convertibility with each other, and a merely logical distinetion among them giving
way to a real identity. See Kovach, Philosophy of Beauty, p. 238.

8 Stanislas Breton, “L’idée de transcendental et la genése des transcendentaux
chez Thomas d’Aquin,” in Saint Thomas d’Aquin avjourd’hui (Paris: Desclée de
Brouwer, 1963), 45-74, p. 45.
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the set of disputed questions anthologized under the caption
“de verttate.” The aim of that first article is, of course, a defi-
nition of truth. By way of definition, Thomas gives a derivation
or genealogy of the transcendentals. Truth is to be defined
precisely as one of the features of beings. The genealogy, then,
is not done in its own right. It would be inexact to read it as a
discrete essay on the transcendentals, though this is often done.
But the genealogy can be used in place of a treatise on the
transcendentals if one follows two cautions. First, it must be
remembered that the text is a quaestio disputata. Second, it
must be remembered that this quaestio is part of an inquiry
into truth.

A quaestio disputata is a specific form with its own rhetoric
and its own semantic. Historical studies have described the
genesis of the quaestio, especially in its legal origins with
Irnerius and the jurists of Bologna.” The practice of the quod-
libetal questions in thirteenth century Paris is equally well
annotated.’® But these studies have not raised with sufficient
force the issue of the quaestio’s mode of discourse. The quaestio
is not only a rhetorical shape, it is a semantic mode. The
quaestio is not the same sort of speech as the tractatus or the
summa; it does not mean in exactly the same way. Much less
is it a monograph in the Cartesian or Humean or Kantian mode.
The mode of discourse peculiar to the quaestio disputata is an
exercise of that human ratio which is never brought completely
to rest, even in the believer.* It is, moreover, an ‘ imitation’ of
the publicly performed exercise of ratio. A quaestio has, in this
respect, important affinities with the chain of philosophic dia-

® Most familiarly in Joseph de Ghellinek’s Le mouvement théologique du XIle
siccle (2nd ed., Brussells: Eds. Universelles, 1948), pp. 233-49 and throughout.
The importance of the birth of scholastic discourse in earlier ‘technical * discourses,
whether legal or medical, has not been sufficiently appreciated. These origins
might explain the idea of the resolution or disposition of a disputed question,
which seems to combine a technician’s solution with public persuasion.

1% See the long introduction on the practice of quaestiones quodlibetales in P.
Glorieux. La ULttérature quodlibétique, 1I (Paris: J. Vrin, 1935).

2 Recall Thomas’s insisterice on the continued motion of mind within faith
at DVq.14 a1, Compare 4 Quod d.9 2.3 on the necesary use of discursive reason
in the teaching of theology.



THE GRAMMAR OF.‘ ESSE ’ 5

logues which runs from Plato to Abelard. Because it is an act
before a community which it repeatedly constitutes, and be-
cause it is an ongoing exercise of ratio, what is said in a quaestio
is not said once for all. The determination is not made in the
specious eternity of Cartesian meditation. Rather, the master
responds on a particular holy day, within the limits of the status
vige, explicitly awaiting further inquiry and alternate disposi-
tion. The devices of construction in a quaestio are not apodic-
tic; they are expository and persuasive. Of course, what a
quaestio ‘ records ’ is not therefore trivial. But what is recorded
has built into it a pedagogical plurality, a plurality of demon-
strations and devices. This plurality can become crucial in
reconstructing a doctrine spoken through quaestiones.

The second exegetical caution to be kept in mind is that the
first quaestio disputata in the anthology De Veritate intends to
answer the question, what is truth? It does so by situating
truth in the frame of the transcendentals. But its theme is
truth. The turn of the article is thus primarily cognitive; it
does not pretend to offer an ontologist’s treatment of the trans-
cendentals. Thomas commonly treats the groundwork of one
issue in discussing another. There is nothing wrong with this;
it shows his admirable pedagogical aim. But it is wrong to
forget which theme is primarily being treated. Certain abridge-
ments come easily when discussing the transcendentals on the
way to a notion of truth. These abridgements would have an
entirely different significance if the theme were the trans-
cendentals themselves. Part of the work of reading this text
from De Veritate is to expand its abbreviations.

With such a cautionary prologue, which should be justified
in the sequel, it is possible to read the text. Thomas’s response
begins with an analogy to syllogistic logic. Just as demonstra-
tions must be ‘reduced’ to certain first principles which are
known through themselves, so must it be with the investiga-
tion of what anything is.** Else there will result a lack of intel-

*2 This reductio is not merely an ordering procedure in demonstrations; it is
not, say, a rudimentary axiomatization. The reductio of logic is a reflection of
an ontological hierarchy of dependences and inclusions. See 1 ST q.41 a.2 ad 4m.
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ligible grounding and an indefinite regress. What takes the place
of syllogistic first premises in the inquiry about what something
is? “That which intellect first conceives as most knowable, and
into which all conceptions are resolved, is ens ” (DV q.1 a.1 [p. 5,
lines 100-103]) .** For the moment, I will leave  ens’ untrans-
lated, noting only that it looks like a participle of ‘ esse >.** This
might suggest that ens is an instanced acting out of what ‘ esse’
names more directly.

Thomas continues: it follows that all other conceptions of
the intellect are to be taken by addition to ens. But nothing
can be added to ens as something extraneous, in the way that
a difference is added to a genus, or an accident to a subject,
since any nature whatever is essentially ens. . . . [OJther things
are added on top of ens in this way, in so far as they express its
mode (modus), which this name ens itself does not express”
(DV q.1 a.l [p. 5, lines 104-114]) . No nature other than ens
can be added to ens by way of dividing it, since every nature is
already ens. The divisions of natural genera into species and
the variety of ‘accidents’ which inhere in subjects occur at a
level below the modal differentiation of ens. How, then, is ens
to be differentiated? Thomas distinguishes two sorts of modes
for differentiation, one special and one general. The first sort is
that of the ten categories. The second sort, the general one, is
that of the transcendentals. The transcendental modes lie
“above ’ or ‘ behind ’ the categories and stand to ens in another
way. While the categories divide the grades of being into ex-
clusive groups, the transcendentals express modes of ens which
“follow upon every ens” (DV q.1 a.l [p. 5, line 125]) *

127 translate from the Opera Omnia, Editio Leonina, Tomus XXII: Quaestiones
disputatae de wveritate, cura et studio Fratrum Praedicatorum [Antoine Dondaine
ed.] (Rome: Ed. di San Tommaso, 1970-76). Parenthetical citations will be to
the page and line numbers of volume I, fascicle 2, of this tomus, where the text
of the Article is found on pages 3-8.

141t is indeed a surrogate participle which seems to have been coined by Caesar
on analogy to the Greek. See Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue latine, ed.
A. Ernout and A. Meillet (4th ed., Paris: Kincksieck, 1959), pp. 196-197.

1% For an elaboration of the difference between the categories and the transcen-
dentals, see Lotz, Metaphysica operationis humanae, pp. 132-133,
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Thomas next derives the transcendental modes of ens by a
series of disjunctions. The first of them separates the general
modes which accrue to ens in se from those which accrue to it in
ordine ad aliud. The second disjunction divides the modes of
ens in se into affirmative and negative. The affirmative mode of
ens in itself is res. The negative mode is unum. The third dis-
junction divides ens in relation to another: ens can be distin-
guished from the other (divisio) or fitted to it (convenientia) .
The mode of ens as distinguished is aliquid. The mode of ens as
fitness is in turn divided by a fourth disjunction. Fitness can
be with respect to appetite or to intellect. The mode of ens as
fit for appetite is bonum. The mode of ens as fit for the intel-
lect is verum. This step yields a first definition of the true: the
true is the general mode of ens as it is fit for the intellect. The
step also completes the argument. Whatever the mind con-
cetves is reducible to ens, which comprises five general modes:
res, unum, aiquid, bonum, and verum. A first account of truth
is finished.

What is most obviously lacking in this reading of the text is
a meaning for ‘ens’. Every subsequent question about the
sense of the text hinges on the construal of that term. The
construal is hampered on two counts, one accidental and one
substantive. It is an accident of linguistic history that English
cannot render ‘ens’ as part of a trio of sibling terms—°ens’,
‘esse’, ‘ essentia’. The closest one can come is some device of
orthography or of coinage. Perhaps it will come to devices for
the scrupulous translator; it did in Latin. But what is more
difficult about construing ens’ is its participial status. Hei-
degger has written about the implications of the participial
form for metaphysics.’® He takes the participle as an echo of
Platonic participation—as a symptom, that is, of the difference
between Being and beings. Setting aside Heidegger’s own ends,
it is possible to see with him how full of questions is the ontolo-
gist’s use of participles from the verb ‘to be’. Thomas gives

1 Martin Heidegger, What Is Called Thinking?, trs. F. D. Wieck and J. G.
Gray (New York: Harper & Row, 1968), pp. 219-222.
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some help for those questions. He writes, in the text at hand,
that “ ens is taken from the act of esse, while the name res ex-
presses the whatness or essence of ens” (DV q.1 a.1 [p. 5, lines
127-189]).*" This suggests that ‘ ens’ names something conse-
quent upon the act designated by the infinitive ‘ esse’. Used as
if it were a gerund, ‘ ens’ seems to name the concrete instantia-
tion of what the infinitive names more generally.'* Thus, to say
that ‘ ens’ is taken from ‘esse’ is more than a lexical remark;
it is a remark about the dependence of an instance of being on
the act of being.

The same point is made in Thomas’s Seriptum on the Sen-
tences, which was being polished at about the time of the dis-
putation of the first seven Questions in De Veritate.® In the
Scriptum, Thomas holds that ‘ Qui est’ is indeed the most
proper name for God (1 Sent d.8 q.1 a.1). His fourth argument
invokes Avicenna’s distinction between a thing’s quidditas or
whatness and its esse. The name ‘ res’ is imposed with regard to
quidditas; but the name ‘ qui est’ or ‘ ens’ is given in response
to the actus essendi. Since God is the only being whose quid-
ditas is His esse, it is most proper that He should take the name
‘Qui est’. This is standard Thomistic fare. Similar arguments
are given some ten years later in the great Summa’s Question

17 Compare 4 InMet lect. 22 n. 553, where the point is reiterated.

8 Though participial in form, € ens’ behaves as if it were a classical gerund—
that is, as if it were an oblique case of a reified infinitive, This is what I mean
by saying that it is an instance of the infinitive. But this suggestion remains
obscure inasmuch as the status of the infinitive is itself unclarified. Philology
is only of marginal help. It secms that Latin infinitives were originally verbal
nouns which named the action of the verb’s stem. This remained the colloquial
use throughout Antiquity and was taken over in philosophic writing as con-
venient for rendering Greek articular infinitives. See L. R. Palmer, The Latin
Language (London: Faber & Faber, 1954), pp. 817-318, 320-321, 325-326; and
Paul Perrochet, Recherches sur la wvaleur de Uemploi de Uinfinitif subordonné
en Latin (Paris: ‘ Les Belles Lettres’, 1932), pp. xiii and following.

*® According to the testimony of Tocco, the Scriptum was still in work at the
start of Thomas’s first Parisian regency (1256). The first set of Questions in DV
was disputed during the academic year 1256-57. See James A. Weisheipl, Friar
Thomas d’Aquino (Garden City: Doubleday, 1974), pp. 358-59 and 362. I will
translate from the text of the Scriptum in Opera Omnic (Parma: 1852-73, rptd.
New York: Musurgia, 1948-50).
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on divine names (1 ST q.13 a.11). What is not standard is any
grasp of the import of the relation between ens and actus es-
sendi. The dependence of ‘ ens’ on the act of being—its being
imposed in response to that act—is crucial to the reading of
Thomas’s teaching on the transcendentals.

This is not primarily a point about terminological constancy
in the texts. The terminology is too fluid for that. Not only
does Thomas revalue the vocabulary accumulated in Augustine,
Boethius, Avicenna, William of Auxerre, and others, he goes on
to employ the revalued terms with great flexibility.** (This is
to be connected with the mode of discourse in Thomas’s writ-
ings.) Mondin cites various passages in which ‘ ens’ and ‘ esse’
seem to be used interchangeably.?* He even thinks that ‘esse’ is
sometimes equivalent to ‘essentia.’ ** It is not the case, then, that
‘ens’ is everywhere used with the full sense of its conceptual
relation to esse. But when Thomas emphasizes that relation, he
is speaking carefully.

What is the esse of which ens is properly a consequence or in-
stance? Clearly, forms of ‘ esse’ can serve either as copulas or
as existential predicates. The infinitive  esse’ used nominally
means something more.?* Again, passages from the contem-
poraneous Scriptum make this clear. The infinitival ‘esse’
designates the first act and intelligibility of entia. “ Esse is the

2® Sece Battista Mondin, “ St. Thomas Aquinas’s Hermeneutics of Being,” Doctor
Communis, 29 (1976), 146-74, pp. 150-56.

2 For example, 1 Sent d.19 q.5 a.l ad 1m, 2 Sent d.37 q.1 a2 ad 3m; Mondin,
p. 157,

*21 Sent d.19 a5 al, 3 Sent d.6 q2 22 & ad 4m. Mondin also finds ‘ens’
equated with ‘ essentia’ at 1 Sent d.19 q.5 a.1 ad 2m and d.23 q.1 a.l.

28 That ‘esse’ means something more for Thomas than the existential predicate
is what Fabro means by saying that esse is not just facticity. See the long Intro-
duction to his Participation et causalité selon S. Thomas d’Aquin (Louvain: Publs.
Universitaires & Paris. Béatrice-Nauwelaerts, 1961), This has been challenged at
various points recently by Frederick D. Wilhelmsen, “ Existence and Esse,” New
Scholasticism, 50 (1976), 20-45. If Wilhelmsen’s able critique is not wholly con-
vineing, it is in part because he does not engage himself in Fabro’s hermeneutic
presuppositions. One might also recall, on the question of the distinction between
esse and existence, that debate sparked earlier this century by one of Descogs’s
pieces. See especially Fabro’s epilogue to the fray, “ Neotomismo e Suarezismo,”
Divus Thomas (P), 44 (1941), 167-215, 420-98.
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act of the ens . . . just as light is the act of what gives light ” (1
Sent d.19 q.2 a.2) . The intelligible primacy of esse is reflected
in the hierarchy of attributes belonging to entia: “ whatever
exceeds in esse is simply more noble than all those which exceed
in any one of the things which follow upon esse ” (1 Sent d.17
q.1 2.2 ad 8m) . The hierarchy of attributes includes the attrib-
ute of essence, which is nobler as it is more like the highest esse:
“ By however much a quiddity is closer to the divine esse, that
much less has it of potency, and thus it is a greater simplicity;
and thus the more noble those will be which receive a nobler
esse” (2 Sent d.1, expos. of the first part) . If an ens instances
esse, it must exhibit the features of esse as first act, as source of
intelligibility, and as chief member of the hierarchy of attributes.
To repeat Heidegger’s grammatical pun; the beings named by
the participle ‘ ens’ participate the characteristics of esse. Ens 1s
an instancing of the source of act, intelligibility, and every per-
fective attribute. For this reason, ens can be construed as the
ground, (principium) of the other transcendentals. It is not the
subjectum to which they are added; it is, rather, the fullness out
of which they are ‘ abstracted ’.

That should suffice for the construal of ¢ ens’, which was the
first difficulty in the reading. It raises a second difficulty about
the genealogy of the transcendentals in De Veritate. This sec-
ond difficulty concerns the status of the five transcendentals as
discrete. The transcendentals express general modes of ens, but
are neither restrictions of it nor additions to it. Neither are the
transcendentals parts of ens. Thomas summarizes these points
in the Seriptum by saying that the various terms are one in
supposit but many in meaning, in intention (1 Sent d.8 q.1 a2.3).
The distinctions among them are notional and not real. What
the transcendentals express as many are ‘really ’ one.**

In this respect, the Thomist transcendentals are unlike the
Platonic “ great kinds ” of the Sophist, especially as these are
rendered in neo-Platonism, and much like the “ attributes”

* On the exact type of this distinctio rationis, see Lotz, Metaphysica operationis
humanae, pp. 130-81.
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which Aristotle associates with being. Such comparisons are
worth outlining for what they say about the status of the trans-
cendentals. The Eleatic Stranger selects the kinds (yévm) as
case studies in the inquiry about the “weaving together of
forms ” (Sophist, 245¢-255e, 260a) . Their plurality is the start-
ing point; the task is to explain their mixture in discourse
(251a-d; cf. 259a-b) . The combination of these kinds—Being,
Rest, Motion, Sameness, Difference—illustrates and secures the
intelligible combination of attributes reflected in speech. The
kinds are originally discrete and derivatively combined.

There is also a plurality of “ attributes ” in Aristotle. But the
plurality is not raised to the level of ontological primacy. In-
deed, it is quickly reduced to unity. A case in point is the
relation of being to unity, which Aristotle treats in Book
Gamma of the Metaphysics (Gamma 2, 10035623-1005¢18) .
Aristotle argues that being and unity share “ a single nature ”
though they differ in meaning; “ they are associated as are
source and cause, and not as being named in one definition ”
(1008b23-25). The analogical unity of the instances of being
enables the metaphysician, by the practice of his single science,
to consider being as being. That unity also seems to ground a
reduction of the Contraries (or Forms) of being to an original
dyad, which is itsell reduced to being considered as ovoia
(ens) » All Contraries reduce to Unity and Plurality (1005a3-
5) .2 But Plurality can be reduced to Unity and Unity equated
with Being. Thus, the Contraries fall on an analogical scale
organized around the foci of being-and-unity. The Contraries
are originally unified and only derivatively discrete.*

Thomas’s own treatment of the transcendentals is not identi-
cal with Aristotle’s treatment of the Contraries. This is due at

** For a discussion of the Contraries and a reading of the whole passage,
Joseph Owens, The Doctrine of Being in the Aristotelian Metaphysics (2nd ed.,
Toronto: P.I.M.S,, 1963), pp. 276-77 and 259-80 generally.

%% Apparently the reduction was performed in a (lost) treatise titled Selection
of the Contraries.” See the allusions at 1004a2 and 1005al; compare Owens, Doc-
trine of Being, p. 278.

*7 For additional passages which might be patched together as a doctrine of the
transcendentals, see also Metaphysics, 1004b11-20, and On the Heavens, 268a3.
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least in part to the Augustinian and neo-Platonic lineage of the
medieval handling of the transcendentals.”® But Thomas’s re-
marks on the status of discrete transcendentals seem to be like
Aristotle’s remarks on the reduction of the contraries (cf. 4
InMet lect.2 nn.549,538.) Thomas does distinguish the vari-
ous transcendentals, especially the couplets res—aliquid and
aliquid—unwm, which might seem to overlap. For Thom-
as, ‘res’ names the essence of an ens, while ‘aliquid’ re-
fers to its being different from another. Similarly, ‘unum’
asserts that an ens is not more than one, while ‘ aliquid ’ says
that it is not something else. But it remains unclear to what
extent these distinctions are fixed. Indeed, in contemporaneous
texts Thomas lists only three transcendentals beyond ens—
bonum, unum, and verum (1 Sent d.8 .1 a.8; DV .21 aa.1,3) .**
There aliquid and res seem to have been combined in some
fashion with ens or unum. Let me postpone the question of the
exact number of the transcendentals unti] the second section.
For the moment, it is important to see that the distinctions
among the transcendentals, whatever their exact number, are
not hard and fast. Their arrangement according to a particular
scheme in De Veritate may be only a heuristic device of the sort
typical to quaestiones. Again, the flexibility in the enumeration
of the transcendentals shows the fundamental unity of the
transcendental features within esse, despite their conceptual
plurality. Here, too, the difference between the categories and
the transcendentals becomes apparent, since the number of the
categories seems fixed.

The text at hand raises a third, and final, difficulty on first
reading. The schematic derivation and cognitive import might
mislead one into thinking that the fact of the transcendentals

28 For a chapter in the pre-history of Thomas’s genealogy, see Henri Pouillon,
“Le premier Traité des Propriétés transcendentales: La ‘Summa de bono’ du
Chancelier Philippe,” Revue Néo-scolastique de Philosophie, 42 (1939), 40-77.

?® The shorter list of three is also repeated some eight years later in the QQ.
DD. de Potentia, q.9 2.7 ad 6m. The variation in the length can be traced his-
torically to Avicenna’s addition of res and aliquid to an already established list
(his Metaphysica, 1.6). Thomas’s use of the two lists recognizes the various stages
in the question.
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derives from grammatical rules. It might seem that Thomas is
after merely logical entailments among the terms. But, clearly,
Thomas sees that the transcendentals are features of being
and not only of talk about being. He does not intend to give
an ¢ priori deduction; the terms of his disjunctions are drawn
from experience. The division into appetite and will, for in-
stance, depends on an acquaintance with souls. Even the dis-
tinction between divisio and convenientia might rest on the ex-
perience of participation. This is important. The Thomist
derivation of the transcendentals is not meant to be like the
Kantian deduction of the categories. It is, rather, a perspicuous
arrangement of features discovered in beings. This can be seen
clearly in one of the first phrases of the Article in De Veritate.
Ens is what first “ falls (cadit) ” into the view of mind. Mind
does not beget beings; it is ‘ gotten ’ by them. The arrangement
of the features of being derives from an insight into the experi-
ence of beings, and not from postulates about the rules which
shape human thinking.*

2. The Grammar of the Transcendentals.

Troubled by a lack of rigor in the deduction of De Veritate,
a number of exegetes have wanted to add other transcen-
dentals, or to re-arrange the list, or somehow to touch up the
argument. Some have suggested modality as a transcendental—
or the pleasing, or sufliciency, or persistence.®* The longest-
standing suggestion has concerned the transcendental nature
of the beautiful, which was included as a transcendental by
Thomas’s predecessors and by many of his admirers, down to
the most recent.’” But these proposals are premature until one
has grasped what the transcendentals are. This can be re-

30 Kant’s attack on the doctrine of the transcendentals is wide of the mark (sce
Critique of Pure Reason, B113-16). But even so sympathetic a reader as Kovach
slips into a mistakenly a priori and judgment-centered rendering of the De Veritate
argument; see his Philosophy of Beauty, p. 241.

# See the summary in Joseph de Finance, Connaissance de [étre. Traité
d’Ontologie (Paris & Bruges: Desclée de Brouwer, 1936), pp. 98-100.

2 Most notably, Kovach, Philosophy of Beauty, pp. 245-64.
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phrased as the demand that one understand the sense of the
discourse in De Veritate before attempting to edit it.

The derivation of the transcendentals in De Veritate rests
on the distinction between ens in se and ens in ordine ad aliud.
This is the crucial disjunction: res and unum are only the nega-
tive and positive ways of characterizing ens in itself; aliquid,
bonum, verum are the negative and positive sides of ens in
relation to another. If the in se/ad aliud distinction is indeed
the root of the discourse, then it ought to contain the sense
of the list in De Veritate. I am not now concerned with the
suggestions which have been made for emending the list, though
the root distinction could be used to evaluate them. I am con-
cerned rather with the differences between the list of transcen-
dentals Thomas gives in De Veritate and the lists he gives else-
where. Can the root distinction between in se and ad aliud be
used to reconcile the various lists? To repeat, those lists—some
of them contemporaneous—give only three transcendentals:
unum, bonum, verum. It seems that res and unum are to be
combined under unum, while aliquid is to be subsumed under
one or both of bonum and verum.*

Such a reduction of the transcendentals can be explained in
light of the root distinction. Ens taken in se is both res and
unum. Since res and unum are related as positive and negative,
they can be grasped in one. The same is true, though more
discursively, of the features of ens in ordine ad aliud. Aliquid
is a negative expression of ens as related; bonum and verum are
specific positive expressions of the same. Since, then, aliquid
is comprised in either bonum or verum, it can be expressed by
both of them. The reduction of transcendentals from five to
three underscores the root distinction, since the reduction is
made by bringing out the two disjuncts resulting from the dis-

53 Breton treats this dynamic aspect as something much like the Hegelian
dialectic. He thus justifies his ‘ circular’ reading of the genealogy, his exposition
of the movement from being through negation to indivision and plurality, and his
dislike for the disjunctions in Thomas’s text (respectively, pp. 47-48, 52, and 57
in “L’idée de transcendental”). This reading obscures the basic argument of the
text, which is not so much dialectical as hierarchical.
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tinction as more important than the differences within each of
them. By choosing the last member of each side of the distine-
tion, the reduction also suggests that the genealogy in De
Veritate is ‘ dynamic’ rather than ‘static’. Res is taken up
into unum, aliqguid into bonum and verum; the second terms
seem to be understood as comprising the first.

" But this reduction of the transcendentals is still only a step
towards discerning their grammar, It runs the risk of being a
superficial re-arrangement. The reason for the arrangement has
vet to be grasped. It can be found, again, in the root distinction
between in se and ¢n ordine ad aliud. That distinction suggests
that ens lends itself intrinsically to being understood as both
‘in itself " and ‘in relation’. To be an ens is to be a member of
an order of entities in which the singular is held by relations of
convententia. The phrase ‘in ordine ad aliud’ now becomes
helpful. Its use of ‘ordo’ is crucial. The profoundest sense of
the wn se/ad aliud distinction is the understanding of ens as a
singular ordered within a whole. Ens as such is intrinsically
ordinable. This ordinability is not one of the categories of rela-
tion which accrue to being per accidens®* 1t is, rather, the
fundamental source for the supra-categorial features of ens.

Understanding ens as intrinsically ordinable clarifies the
grammar of those three irreducible transcendentals. By ‘ gram-
mar’ I mean the pattern which renders sense apparent. The
grammar of the transcendentals is their internal structure as it
is understandable. Unum comprises the aspects of ens in se, of
ens as the singular thing which is ordered. It names immedi-
ately the unity of a particular. But it also names the particular
thing as one thing among many, as one ens among many such

4 This sort of relation is something like the real transcendental relation which
was mooted by various neo-Thomists and rejected at length by Krempel, La doc-
trine de la relation chex saint Thomas (Paris: J. Vrin, 1952), pp. 554-62. It seems
to me that Krempel is plainly wrong; see the reply by M. A. Fiorito and A.
Mavarrete, “ Notas de exegesis tomista: La relacion de creatura a creador,” Ciencia
y Fé, 19 (1963), 59-71. But the fundamental relatedness of ens is not any real
transcendental relation. It is the source of all such relations and is particularly
expressed as the relation of creature to creator.
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entia. ‘ Unwm’ carries the implication of membership in an
order of like things, using ¢ order’ as it is used in biology. It
names both the unity of this being and the unity of such be-
ings. Unum might, then, be glossed as completeness—the com-
pleteness both of the singular and of the array of all like
singulars.

¢ Bonum ’ means, immediately, the fitness of ens for the will.
This might seem to be a remark about a relation to human
will; men desire something and so deem it good. But the rela-
tion of things to human wills is a secondary and dependent
relation. It depends on the relation of things to the divine will.
“ Bonum ’ refers most properly to the place of the entity in a
divine providence. But this suggests that ‘ bonum ’ names the
place of the entity in the teleological movement of the creation
back to God. Here the notion of order has been enriched. It is
not an array of likeness only, but also a duration and a move-
ment. Bonum might best be glossed as finality. To be good is
to fall under the willed plan of divine providence.

Verum must be understood in the same way. The truth of
the human mind depends on the prior truth of things with re-
spect to the divine mind (DV q.1 a.2) . The truth of the thing
is its showing forth the divine ‘ thought ’ in it. This serves once
again to expand the notion of ens as ordinable. What was be-
fore understood as a teleological array can now be seen as an
intelligible showing forth. Ens is ordinable not opaquely, not
mutely, but significantly and intelligibly. Verum specifies the
order comprised in ens as an intelligible one, as eminent in
range of attributes and in complexity of hierarchical disposi-
tion. Verum can be glossed, then, as manifestness, understand-
ing this as the communicability and complexity of what is
radically intelligible.

Ens itself is intelligibly ordinable. Seeing this, one under-
stands unum, bonum, and verum as completeness, finality, and
manifestness. This may sound like the results which Rahner
and others derive by a ‘ Transcendental * reading of Thomas.
Rahner’s first principle of ontology, for example, is phrased in
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terms of the “being-present-to itself ” of a “luminosity .5
Coreth places the analysis of the transcendentals after chap-
ters on ‘ the question ’ and immediately after a section on being
as horizon.** But the resemblances between those readings and
the present one are superficial. ‘Transcendental Thomism’
begins always with the ground and horizon for the possibility
of human experience. Its justification for this seems to be a
sense for the “ anthropocentric ” elements in Thomas.*” The
present reading begins with the opposite sense—that of Thom-
as’s profound subordination of natural to supernatural in a
hierarchy of discourses. It takes as starting point Thomas’s
fundamental insight into the features of esse, which is an anti-
modern claim about the dominion of being over mind. It tries
to discover the grounds for the possibility of ens as ordinable,
insisting that such order is inherent in ens. The starting place
is not with the possibility for human experience, but with the
foundation for the hierarchy within which human experience
will stand. Any resemblances ought to be suspect.

Ens itself is intelligibly ordinable; its transcendental features
are completeness, finality, and manifestness. This reading of
the transcendentals as the constituents of order finds support
from two different doctrines in Thomas. The first, and more
obvious, is the notion of the pure perfections of esse. The sec-
ond is the analysis of the beautiful. I will take them up in
order.

The pure perfections appear, among other places, in that
same article on the Divine Names from the Seriptum. Thomas
there argues that “ esse is the first among all perfections of
divine goodness, such as vivere, intelligere, and the like; and it

3% Karl Rahner, Hearers of the Word, tr. M. Richards (New York: Herder &
Herder, 1969), p. 37.

3 Emerich Coreth, Metaphysik (2nd ed., Innsbruck, Vienna, & Munich: Tyrolia,
1964), pp. 323-423, but especially the introductory remarks at pp. 323-24.

37 See the measured defense by J. Donceel, “ Transcendental Thomism,” Monist,
58, (1974), 67-85, particularly pp. 67-68. Donceel fails to see the presumption (and
radical historicism) in the claim that we ought to revalue Thomas’s thought because
we have questions he could not have had (p. 84). Such a program can only deafen
one to a text.
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is something like the principle of the others, having in itself all
of them, somehow united into one ” (1 Sent d.8 ¢.1 a.1). Later,
in the commentary on the Divine Names, Thomas describes
three such perfections—existere, wvivere, intelligere®® That
treatment of the perfections is secured by refeernce to Pseudo-
Dionysius. It is not hard to find still other roots for the doc-
trine. A similar trio is described in Plato’s Sophist (248e). It
is greatly elaborated by the neo-Platonists.®® Aristotle uses
these perfections to describe the divine life.** They correspond,
again, to the levels of Aristotelian science: metaphysics/physics,
biolegy, and metaphysics/psychology.® Augustine offers them
to Evodius as an exemplary hierarchy in an hierarchical argu-
ment for God’s providence.”” They appear in more refracted
form as the three parts of knowing in the City of God.*® But
the most telling parallel for the three pure perfections in
Thomas is precisely the three irreducible transcendentals: ex-
istere, vivere, intelligere correspond to unwm, bonum, verum.
To exist is to be one. To live is to be expressly moving towards
a good. To know is to stand in relation to the truth.

One should expect such correlations between the perfections
and the transcendentals for two related reasons. First, created
esse is an image of the divine esse; Thomas says this explicitly
in the same comment on the Sentences. The pure perfections of

38 Especially paragraphs #633 and following. Cf. 1-2ST q.2 a5ad2m; 1 ST q.4
a2 ad 3m. See the discussion in Fabro, Participation et causalité, pp. 225-
29 and 252-60,

% For an extensive analysis of the doctrine as it figures in Plotinus, see Pierre
Hadot, “ Btre, Vie, Pensée chez Plotin et avant Plotin,” in Les sources de Plotin,
Entretiens Hardt #5 (Vandoeuvres-Geneva: Fondation Hardt, 1960), 103-41. For
the doctrine in Proclus, Stephen E. Gersh, Kévyoios delvyros: A Study of Spiritual
Motion in the Philosophy of Proclus (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1973), pp. 16-24 and
throughout.

40 Metaphysics, Lambda 7, 1072b26-28.

** Alternately, in Aristotle’s own terms, the perfections correspond to the triplet
Physics—Ethics—Logic (Topies, 114, 105519-20). This division became classic
from Xenocrates forward and came to influence the doctrine of the perfections; see
John Dillon, The Middle Platonists (Ithaca: Cornell Univ., 1977), pp. 23, 63; and
Hadot, pp. 125-27.

2 Augustine, De Libero Arbitrio, I1.3 and following.

43 Augustine, De Civitate Dei, VIIL4; cf. De Trinitate, VI.10,



THE GRAMMAR OF ‘ ESSE 19

divine esse must be adumbrated in the transcendental features
of created esse. “[Tlhe esse found in creatures allows one to
see the divine Qui est by exemplary deduction ” (1 Sent d.8 g.1
a.l ad 2m). “[Tlhe esse of the creature imperfectly represents
the divine esse” (ad 8m). There is also a second reason for
expecting the correlations. The transcendentals are grasped by
seeing ens as itself intelligibly ordinable. They are, to speak in
formulae, the elementary constituents of hierarchy. The pure
perfections, in contrast, are grasped by seeing the topmost
member of the hierarchy, who sums eminently all of the hier-
archical relations. If the transcendentals constitute the min-
imum view of order, the perfections are the maximum.

But even more fascinating corroboration for the reading of
the transcendentals as expressions of order is found in Thomas’s
aesthetic theory. Thomas analyzes the beautiful as integritas,
consonantia, and claritas (e.g., at 1 ST q. 39 a.8). But integritas,
or perfectio, is equivalent to unum. Consonantia, which Thomas
also understands as proportio, can be linked with the providen-
tial and intentional bonwum. Finally, claritas marvelously ex-
presses the sense of verum as manifestness. That there should
be this further analogy between the transcendentals and the
aesthetic notes can be seen in recalling the connection between
order and beauty. Indeed, what is intelligibly ordinable be-
comes present to the mind most powerfully; a basic aesthetics,
one that is ontological, tries to explicate precisely this presence
by reference to the innermost structure of ens. Unambiguous
textual warrant for reading the features of beauty ontologically
can be found in Thomas’s commentary on the Divine Names.**

The analogy is exact. Just as the features of ens culminate
in verum, so the aesthetic features are summed in claritas. In-
tegritas is completeness or totality; the beautiful thing is itself
complete and forms part of a whole. Consonantia is the princi-
ple of finality by which various members of the whole are re-

*% Consider the place of pulchrum in the argument of the commentary on the
Divine Names, especially c.4 lect.8 and c.5, where Thomas treats the causality of
the beautiful and the divine exemplarity.
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lated to a first member—Thomas explains the principle in just
this fashion while annotating the Divine Names.** But both
integritas and consonantia presuppose claritas, as the order of
beings and its return to the topmost member presuppose the
manifestness of the members for each other, and the still deeper
irradiation of Ged in all. Claritas is the “communication of
the divine ‘ beams’ of light, which is the source of all light.” *
It is the work of the ontologically basic “ manifesting light ”,
the lumen manifestans.*”

The analogy to the aesthetic notes helps solve some of the
perplexities raised at the beginning of this section. The number
of the irreducible transcendentals is three because there are
three properties of hierarchical order—whether this order is an
order of beings, of perfections, or of resplendence. These three
‘ properties > can be understood as themselves part of a hier-
archy of types of order. There is the order of array, the order
of the end, and the order of reflection. The alternate ‘trans-
cendentals '—modality, sufficiency, persistence, or whatever—
must be understood as further specification of these three types
of order which constitute ens as ordinable. Perhaps each of
these irreducibles ought to be understood as a focus for a set of
secondary features.** But all such secondary ‘ transcendentals’
are to be re-interpreted with an eye to the fundamental insight
into ens as ordinable. There is no other ground on which a
transcendental could stand except this intelligible ordinability.
So far as the beautiful is concerned, the present analysis sug-
gests that it should not be considered a fourth irreducible trans-
cendental. Nor is it a species of the good, or some combination
of the good and the true* It is, rather, another way of con-
struing the same irreducible attributes of order. If one were
going to include it in the scheme of De Veritate, it would fall

# InDivNom c.4 lect.6 #362-67.

4¢ InDivNom c.4 lect.5 #340.

¢ For example, 2-2 ST q.142 a.2; see Edgar de Bruyne, Eiudes d’'Esthétique
médiévale (Bruges: ¢ De Tempel ’, 1947), vol. 8, chap. 10.

48 This is the suggestion of de Finance, Connaissance de Uétre, p. 100,

*® Kovach’s proposal, Philosophy of Beauty, pp. 241-42.
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not at the level of unum, bonum, verum, but at the level of ens
itself. To say that all beings are beautiful is to state explicitly
the importance of intelligible order in the very notion of being.

To summarize: The basic syntax of the transcendentals is
contained in three isomorphic triplets. The irreducible trans-
cendentals, unum, bonum, verum, are reflected both by the pure
perfections, existere, vivere, intelligere, and by the marks of the
beautiful, integritas, consonantia, claritas. The last term of
each triplet sums the intelligible ordinability of ens. To be is to
be true, to be intelligible, and to irradiate the divine ‘light’.
The grammar of the transcendental features of ens suggests that
what is instanced by ens—esse itself~—must be understood as an
active manifestation, as an intelligibility, and as an illumina-
tion-irradiation. If the transcendentals do form a grammar of
ens, and if ens in some manner expresses esse, what does esse
itself ‘ mean ’?

8. The Purport of Esse.

The three irreducible transcendentals are the general modes
of ens. But ens itself stands in some relation to esse. The first
section suggested that the participle ‘ ens’ was to be read as an
instance of the infinitive ‘ esse >. That relation has now to be
broken into its parts. These are two. In instancing a verb, any
participle makes concrete some act and makes it concrete as
this act. Thus, ens makes some act concrete and so participates
in it as some particular act. But since esse is a curious sort of
verb and since it is also tied in some way to the topmost mem-
ber of the universal hierarchy, it seems that ens makes concrete
act itself and is participation itself. Ens instances not just
some activity, but act as such. It participates not any quality,
but that ordinability which makes participation possible. It
will not be possible to study either of these elements in detail.
That is not requisite for a reading of the text in De Veritate.
But it will be possible to connect Thomas’s handling of esse as
act and as participated with other handlings of it. This should
complete the reading of De Veritate by fleshing out its lan-

guage.
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The kernel of the Aristotelian notion of act is found in the
ninth Book of the Metaphysics (Theta 6). Act, Aristotle
writes, is the “ existence of the thing ” not in the way of po-
tency. It is like “ the one who builds with respect to the one
who has the ability to build; like the one who sees with respect
to the one who has his eyes closed, but has sight; like what has
been separated from the material with respect to the material;
and the finished work to what is unworked ” (1048a36-b4; other
examples at 1048a30-35) . It is interesting that so crucial a term
is defined by Aristotle ostensively. Thomas explains this pro-
cedure as due to the simplicity of act; it is a * first simple no-
tion.” *° Aristotle goes on to distinguish various senses of  act ’;
he distinguishes, for instance, motions from actualizations
(1048b28-30) . In subsequent chapters, he discusses the senses
of potentiality and the priority of actuality over potentiality
(cf. 1048535-36) . He seems to take the sense of act itself as
sufficiently established.

What has he established? Two things come clear in the in-
duction. First, act is an analogous term. Second, it is, in its
purest sense, a term of intention and purpose. The technical
term ‘ évrelexeta ’ is introduced precisely to denote act as or-
dered to an end (1047a30-32). These two points hint at a
richer notion of act as what is constitutive of an intentional
hierarchy, a wpés év analogy which is also ordered to an end.
But the discussion of Book Theta does not posit this hierarch-
ical actuality as the principle of being. It leaves the matter to
be grasped inductively. Thomas thus requires something more
for his notion of the actus essend; than what he finds in the
Aristotelian discussion of act.

Thomas finds other warrants in the tradition for his rework-
ing of the notion of act, and not only in the Arabic commen-
taries. The chief warrant—one that colors the commentaries as
well—is the neo-Platonic analysis of évepyeia.”* Thomas in-

5 See 9 InMet lect.5 nn.1826-27.

51 Some neo-Platonists want to take this over as Aristotelian, especially by
exegesis of a passage in Metaphysics, Lambda 7, 1072b26-28. See Gersh, p. 4. Dillon
remarks on the Aristotelian accretions in neo-Platonism, but does not focus on the
transformation of the docirine of évepyeia.
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herits this directly from Pseudo-Dionysius and the Liber de
Causis. The neo-Platonic re-interpretation of évepyeia serves
both to expand the the Aristotelian notion and to connect it
with notions of intrinsic hierarchical order. This can be seen
very easily in Pseudo-Dionysius. In one illustrative passage,
Dionysius defines hierarchy as order (rdés), activity (évepyeia),
and intelligence (émomijun).”* One might see here another
variation on the existere, vivere, intelligere triplet. But what is
more interesting in the present context is the inclusion of
évepyeia within the definition of hierarchy. ‘Evepyelo is ex-
plained by Dionysius as the activity of assimilation to God
according to an hierarchically determined aptness.”® This ac-
tivily of assimilation according to hierarchical order is in turn
divided into purification, illumination, and the giving of perfec-
tion.”* These are distributed by Dionysius among various
celestial ranks, but the distribution is then relativized by the
assertion that each rank may share in each activity.”® All are
eminently realized in the Godhead. Indeed, all activity pro-
ceeds from that Godhead and returns to it.*

The parallels with Thomas are striking. In holding for the
profound constitution of created beings in the hierarchical
transmission of évepyeia, Dionysius has meditatively appro-
priated Proclus’s teaching. But he has also provided the means
for opening Aristotle to the Thomist reading. The hierarchy
of participated évepyeia—the hierarchy which is constituted by
the participation of évepyeia—allows one to explain the order of
creation, the teleological movement of that order back to God,
and the thoroughgoing intelligibility of the order as rooted in

52 See the exposition in Celestial Hierarchy, 1I1.1-2. For an analysis based on
these passages, see René Roques, L’univers dionysien. Structure hierarchique du
monde selon le Pseudo-Dénys (Paris: Aubier-Montaigne, 1954), pp. 35-131.

58 Celestial Hierarchy, 164D, 165A; Roques, p. 92.

5 Celestial Hierarchy, 165-BC.

%5 See the discussion in Roques, pp. 97-99. Compare Hadot, pp. 128-29.

58 Divine Names, 693B; Ecclesiastical Hierarchy, 508D. Roques, pp. 111-16. I
leave aside the infinite ‘ distance > between creature and creator which is seen as an
unlikeness between divine power and created power.
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God. In other words, something very much like the Dionysian
model of the hierarchical mediation of évepyeia is taken over by
Thomas to explain the order of beings and, thus, the grammar
of the transcendentals. But the model is equally powerful in
explaining the purport of esse itself. In the same way that all
created esse is for Thomas by participating in the divine esse,
so all the Dionysian hierarchical orders are actualized and can
act by participation in the one act, the one évepyeia of the
Godhead.”” Just as Thomas will say that God, the giver of esse,
is more intimate to any entity than all secondary causes, so
Dionysius will imply that each entity in the hierarchy is closer
in its évepyeia to God than to other entities.®®

These similarities of formulation and of explanation are help-
ful for many reasons, though they are not meant to imply any
identity of ontology between Thomas and Dionysius. In the
reading of De Veritate, they are most helpful in suggesting how
esse might be conceived so that it could be instanced as an ens
with just the transcendental features of unum, bonum, verum.
If created esse is an act which comprises hierarchical order, and
if divine esse is such that it stands to created esse as topmost
member of the universal hierarchy, then one can see how the
instance of esse will necessarily have the features unum, bonum,
verum. The transcendentals are no more than the hierarchial
participability of the divine esse itself. This connects with the
all-toc-familiar but never comprehended Thomist doctrine
about the absence in God of a distinction between essence and
esse. God stands as the topmost member of the most compre-
hensive hierarchy. God is Qui est. He gives to the hierarchy,
then, what He is as Qui est. He gives, that is, the ordering of
beings by participation in Himself. That infuses into created
beings the three transcendentals understood as the properties
of ordinability, that is, as completeness, finality, and manifest-
ness.

571 Sent d4q.l alad2m, d8q.l alad2m, d.19q2 a.l; Celestial Hierarchy,
168A, Divine Names, 693B.
582 Sent d.1 q.1 a4; Celestial Hierarchy, 168A. Sce Roques, p. 115.
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Here one reaches an understanding of the intrinsic ordinabil-
ity of ens. The ordinability derives from the hierarchical par-
ticipation of creatures in esse. This should not be viewed
passively, as if God’s esse suffered itself to be participated by
creatures. Nor is it to be conceived mechanically, on analogy
to some textbook version of neo-Platonic emanationism. Rather,
the participation of esse is a willed resemblance of the divine
esse made in creatures. It is the cause of the verum, of the
intelligible likeness of the divine esse and the esse in creatures.
It is the possibility for both the divine and the human intel-
ligere, since it is the unity in likeness of esse that allows God to
see Himself in creatures and creatures to see each other as
images of God. Finally, this gift of esse is the ontological basis
for the aesthetician’s claritas. The creation of esse can be de-
scribed metaphorically as a willed irradiation of the light of the
divine esse. This metaphor is approved in a striking phrase
from Thomas’s commentary on the Liber de Causis: “ Actualitas
rer est sicut lumen ejus’—the thing’s actuality is something
like its light (L1.6) .*°

To the question, What does the relation of ens to esse imply
for the doctrine of the transcendentals?, there are now two an-
swers. First, the transcendentals make manifest the intrinsic
actuality of esse. Second, they make manifest the hierarchical
structure of the creature’s participation in the divine esse. There
is also a third answer, though it can only be adumbrated here
by way of ending.

The transcendental features of esse were seen to be iso-
morphic with the pure perfections of the divine life—existere,
vivere, intelligere. The only entities which have the capacity
for intellection are persons. Thomas understands by ‘person’
nothing but a subsisting thing within the genus of an intellec-
tual nature.®® The transcendental features of esse are the char-
acteristics of persons. The transcendentals are shadows of the

% Compare the metaphor of light at 1 Sentd.19 q.2 a2.

% Thomas borrows the definition of person, with modification, from Boethius’s De
Duabus Naturis, ¢.3. It runs throughout Thomas’s works, e.g., 4 SCG c.10 n4,
¢48 n.2; 15T q.29 aa.l,2.
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entity which is eminently personal. In this way, the Thomist
ontology is always to be read from the top down. The question
is not, How does one climb up to God on the ontological scale?
The question is, rather, How does one truncate the divine way-
of-being in order to see its reflection in creatures?

Because it is read from the top down, any problem in Thomist
ontology about the status of the transcendentals is shifted into
another context. It is not helpful to ask about the inherence of
the transcendentals in esse, as if they were accidents. Nor is it
helpful to ask how one gets from esse to the transcendentals, as
if there were an Hegelian mime to be performed. The purest
esse is a divine being with the attributes of personhood. In
Him, all transcendentals are brought together into an existing,
living, and knowing unity. That is the ultimate subjectum in
which the unification of the transcendentals takes place.®® The
three irreducible transcendentals seem to be the constituents of
the sorts of order. But the highest order, the one which is the
cause and principle of the others, is the order within the per-
sonhood of God.

It is in this sense that Thomist ontology is ineradicably
theocentric. Its first principle and last resort are a person. This
person enacts in eminent fashion the features of being which
are participated in hierarchical order by other entia. By a
happy chance of rhetorie, then, the relations among the trans-
cendental features of any ens do make up what is truly a gram-
mar. They make up the grammar of the speaking which is
creation. The words of that speech are the various entia. The
purport of that speech is the image of God in created esse. This
shows how appropriate is the handling of the transcendentals
in a question on truth, and how comprehensive is the argument
of De Veritate.

Marx D. Jorpan

University of Dallas
Irving, Texas

%1 Recall Lotz’s concluding remark: “ Cum ergo transcendentalia de se simpli-
citatem et illimitationem includent, etiam immo maxime de ente infinito valent;
omni vero enti finito ipsa simplicitatis et infinitatis communicant ” (Metaphysica
operationis humana, p. 133).



DISPLACING DAMNATION: THE NEGLECT OF HELL
IN POLITICAL THEORY

Man, as by good or ill deserts, in the exercise of his free choice,
he becomes liable to rewarding or punishing justice.
—Dante to Can Grande della Scala, Commenting on The
Divine Comedy.

The most significant consequence of the secularization of the
moedern age may well be the elimination from publie life, along
with religion, of the only political element in traditional religion,
the fear of hell.

—Hannah Arendt, Between Past and Future, Viking, 1968, p.
133.

ROFESSOR J. W. ALLEN once remarked about the
man who forms the intellectual transition to Machiavelli
and modern theory, that for Marsilius of Padua, “ the

function of the priest, in fact, is to supplement the action of the
police and the judge by the fear of hell.”* Even Marsilius
seemed uneasy with this curious thesis, but his whole political
thought was an effort to add to Aristotle’s causes of revolution
the one he could not have foreseen, the Christian clergy. Since
Marsilius had reduced the spiritual power already to pure in-
teriority, this left the priests with nothing to do except perhaps
make mischief and civil unrest. And yet, in recalling this hesi-
tation, that perhaps police and judges did need something more
than themselves and bare reason to preserve the very public
order itself, Marsilius unconsciously placed himself within an
aspect of political reflection going back at least to Plato and
forward to Hannah Arendt and Lezak Kolakowski.

The very idea of “ judges and police,” moreover, recalls the

1J. W. Allen, “Marsilius of Padua,” Social and Political Ideas of Medieval
Z’hinkers, F. Hearnshaw, (Ed.) New York, Barnes and Noble, 1923 p. 180.
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Stoic and Christian notions of the origin of coercive govern-
ment in a Fall, while the modern theoretical effort to gain for
politics complete autonomy from “the priestly causes of revo-
lution,” from the claim that not all things belong to Caesar,
has resulted in an attempt to identify “hell ” with a worldly
political movement or event—a Hitler, a holocaust, a tyranny.
In this sense, “ hell ” has come to be identified with the question
known since the Greeks as the worst form of government.
“Hell on Earth ” has become a viable political polarity against
which to define and practically justify political movements and
thoughts. This idea seemed stable enough in a culture based
on known natural law and values such that the evils to be de-
scribed were commonly agreed upon. With the introduction of
Hegelian methodology in its various forms, however, the dis-
tressing possibility that the worst could become the best came
to be posed at the heart of practical polities because of the na-
ture of a certain kind of abstract metaphysics.

The intellectual history of political theory, of course, recalls
with uneasy equanimity the last days of Socrates, when the best
state condemned the best man, the long discourse on the im-
mortality of the soul, the classic context even yet about the
relation of human politics to human happiness and meaning.?
The end of The Republic, however, presented something of a
different issue. Socrates, in a passage of much power, had raised
the still startling issue of immortality at the heart of political
discourse. But this time, in The Republic, not in the face of
death by the state but rather in the inability of the public or-
der to rest if justice was not rewarded and injustice punished
did the question of absolute punishment come up. This, be it
noted, was already one very large step beyond the Sophoclean
notion that vengeance can only be stopped in the polis. And so
it seemed clear that since no existing order less than the one
formed by the philosopher-king as a direct result of his clear

#Ctf. the author’s “The Death of Christ and Political Theory,” Worldview,
March, 1978; “ The Best Form of Government,” The Review of Politics, January,
1978.
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knowledge of the Good could guarantee this, the idea of future
rewards and punishments was necessary for the good of the ex-
isting political order itself as well as for the apparently theo-
retically inadequate idea of justice.

Hell is not an exclusively Christian concept, of course, but its
history and necessity arise out of justice questions. Certainly,
Homer and Vergil themselves remind us of the places below.
None the less, the long theological refinement on what precisely
“ hell ” might mean has given it in our eyes distinctly Christian
overtones as it has been narrowed and explicitated over the
centuries. Here, perhaps, it is well to cite The Oxford Diction-
ary of the Christian Churches to recall the theological point of
the idea of hell, a point that conditions western political reflec-
tions:

...In the New Testament Hell . . . is an ultimate state or destiny
into which souls pass only by God’s final and irrevocable judg-
ment. , . . According to traditional scholastic theology, souls ex-
perience in Hell both the poena damni, i.e., the exclusion from
God’s presence and loss of all contact with him, and a certain
poena sensus, denoted in the Bible by fire, which is usually inter-
preted as an external agent tormenting them.

Modern theology tends rather to stress the fact that Hell is but
the logical consequence of ultimate adherence to the soul’s own
will, and rejection of the will of God, which (since God cannot
take away free will) necessarily separates the soul from God, and
hence from all possibility of happiness. This exclusion from Heaven
(in which the unrepentant person would from his very character
be both unable and unwilling to share) is held to be contrary
neither to God’s justice nor his love, since he will not force response
to the good from any creature against his will.?

From this, 1t is evident that “ hell ” 1s a doctrine about the ulti-
mate reality and possibility of human freedom, as well as a
recognition that logically evil must be punished and good re-
warded. Hell, then, is not so much a doctrine about God as
about man and the importance of his actions both within and
transcending the polis.

8F. L. Cross, (Ed.}) Oxford University Press, 1958, p. 620.
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The effect of these ideas is nowhere more clear than in
Augustine. And as Augustine is in the direct line of both
Plato and the New Testament, himself a political philosopher
of the greatest moment, it is well to recall that the ultimate
“City of Man” and hell are irreversibly connected in his
thought. Augustine, in The City of God, still wanted to know
about the “fire ” of hell, about its eternity, its permanence.*
Yet, the essential point—and this is again the characteristic
Christian emphasis—is that the question of hell is the question
of the nature of will, not cosmological place or material.

From this point of view, then, Augustine’s great contribution
to political theory falls precisely within the platonic tradition
of properly political thought, namely, can we legitimately ex-
pect a rearranging of the civil order to give us all our proper
places within the true Good? Can politics, in other words, yield
the kind of happiness to which we seem ultimately called? This
is the issue that will lie at the heart of all political theory
proper and wrench the very minds and states of men. In defin-
ing the City of God and the City of Man so that they be not
identified with Church or Empire, then, Augustine was careful
to deny to actual politics the burden of guaranteeing man’s
ultimate good. All pecularily “ modern ” political theory will be
a valiant, if vain, effort to retain this impossible burden for
itself. And yet, Augustine himself, paradoxically, did not deny
that there was such an ultimate good and happiness, nor did he
deny it was open to man. What he denied, following Paul, was
that it was the product of a political construction or reconstruc-
tion depending on mainly human genius, will, or merit.

Augustine, then, placed the center of the whole discussion
clearly in will. What unites and divides is the very will, not law
or polity. This is why Augustine, in a momentous act, denied
justice to be the constitutive element in any existing state. In-
stead, he replaced justice with a common “ love,” a will, a recog-
nition that men can in fact choose a politics that is not just and
often do. Augustine, therefore, was not concerned with the

¢ Cf. Augustine, The City of God, Book XXI, Chapters 9-15.
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ultimate status of the City of Man so much to keep men
in order in the state as he was to confront the platonic and
aristotelian questions about the ultimate locus of human happi-
ness and its relation to political life. Hell, in this sense, was a
metaphysical and religious issue, flowing out of the refusal to
choose justice and salvation, or rather, flowing out of the choice
of one’s own form of justice. So Augustine held that it is a
choice, a love, that has built the two cities. With this profound
insight, Augustine became the founder of “ political realism,”
(along with Thucydides), the notion that more or less unjust
societies had to deal with more or less unjust men and that of
such will be the abiding condition of men in all generations
wherein there are men.

Aquinas, in his Treatise on Law, likewise was concerned with
the legitimate place of politics. Aristotle was for him the main
guide, though Aquinas ought never to be read without also
realizing that he is Augustine’s greatest follower. This meant
that the political order does address itself to a certain kind of
happiness, to the question that came to be known since Plato’s
Laws, as the Second Best State. Thus, politics has a legitimate
area. There are things that do belong to Caesar. But politics
does not exhaust the meaning of man nor his happiness even
though he be precisely the “ social and political animal,” as
Aquinas translated Aristotle.

In his famous question about the philosophic “ necessity  of
the divine law, of revelation, therefore, Aquinas argued clearly
that civil law could not directly of its own force reach the in-
ternal forum of conscience, that it could not punish all wrongs
nor reward all rights.®* Consequently, without some revelation
of divine justice and mercy, men would not be able to accept
the “rightness” of the whole cosmic order nor of their own
political systems, which could never be themselves direct re-
sponses to transcending issues. Again, the issue of hell, of our
ultimate punishment, arose in a political context, this time in
Aquinag’s question about whether all evils had to be punished

S LI, 91, 4.
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by civil law; but here it served to restrict the civil order from
claiming absolute power over all mind and act as well as to
uphold the basic sense of justice that logically demands the
punishment of politically undetected wrong.® And “ wrong ” is
conceived in Aquinas to be an act against the kind of rational,
free being, whose explanation for what he is lies ultimately in
God, not in men. This is precisely why there is a hierarchy of
laws so that the law of freedom cannot be set against the law of
God that made man to be man in the first place, as Aristotle
said.

Aquinas, in the Contra Gentiles, wherein he treated of the
ultimate consequences of serious fault, again argued on a politi-
cal analogy but on the Augustinian-Christian premise that it is
free will that makes the eternal punishment justifiable, that a
“{ree ” creature with no possibility of choosing God or refusing
his world is an intrinsic contradiction. Hell thus is part of the
necessary consequences to being human in the first place.
Thomas Aquinas thus argued:

Natural equity would seem to argue that one would be deprived
of that precise good against which he acted. Because of his act
then, he renders himself unworthy of that good. Thus it is that,
according to ecivil justice, anyone who acts against the common
good is deprived of that same commonweal either by death or by
perpetual exile. Nor is the issue how long the crime took, but what
it is against when it did take place.

The same comparison is valid if the whole present life is referred
to the earthly estate, and of all eternity to the Society of the
Blessed which achieves the ultimate end eternally. So whoever
sins against this ultimate end and against charity, through which
in the first place exists the society of the Blessed and those tending
towards it, ought to be punished eternally even though he only
seemed to act for a brief moment of time.?

From this point of view, then, the purpose of eternal punish-
ment is to allow freedom the consequences of its metaphysical
choice, its own seriousness, which is taken against the kind of

¢ .11, 96,2.
? Contra Gentiles, 11T, CXLIV.
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“good ” for which classical political philosophy somehow pro-
posed searching from its beginning in Plato and Aristotle. Hell,
thereby, frees politics from an impossible worldly burden inas-
much as it enforces a contingent, imperfect civil order in such
a way that the same civil order is not required to exercise abso-
lute justice and punishment.

So long as hell was conceived as a purely religious problem,
no doubt, it was largely ignored by political theory, though a
reading of the last book of The Leviathan will readily show that
even the most rigoristic materialist philosopher acknowledged
its need to be accounted for, if only to prevent his own political
construct from itself becoming the “ hell,” which indeed it ap-
peared to be. The tendency of liberal theory in modern times, in
any case, has been systematically to deny that anything done by
man within society, or even without, could be so horrendous as
to deserve such a consequence known from theology as hell.
This indeed did seem “liberal,” though whether the elimination
of the absoluteness connected with hell results in a liberal con-
sequence remains to be discussed. Thus from the Enlighten-
ment, we supposedly learned that this doctrine of hell was one
that so shackled men that they did not eliminate the social ills
they could remove because they assumed hell would ultimately
correct all unpunished wrongs. But if hell is “ demythologized,”
so to speak, then it logically follows that evil and destructive
social orders, the classical forms of bad rule, need not be seen
cyclically as with Thueydides, but programmatically in order
that they become objects for political elimination.

This is the project of Rousseau, when he, prophetically, de-
cided to identify the source of evil in the state and civilization
not in the Fall as in classic Christianity and in its consequences
—in labor, birth in pain, and coercive government, as Augustine
and Aquinas saw it—but in the property and governmental re-
lationships themselves. When Aristotle had previously hinted
that the human condition itself has a tendency to rebel against
its proper limits, its seeming bondage as the lowest of the spirit-
ual beings, because the highest good was properly contemplative
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and therefore not directly the product of man’s own political
making, his own “ action,” he set the stage for a political theory
refusing to accept Aristotle’s own limits. This meant, as it his-
torically worked itself out, that the goal of politics could be
conceived as an effort to produce a full and proper happiness
for man, one proper to him because formed and chosen for him
not by “nature” but by man himself. The “ optimism ™ of
Enlightenment thought and that flowing from it, even until
today, is based upon the rejection of any metaphysical limits to
this project.

The other side of reducing the proposal for ultimate happi-
ness to a political project, however, was already revealed in the
French Revolution, wherein it became clear that the terror
seemed the logical consequence of the optimistic theory. Burke,
from his post in England, was not wrong in suspecting that
something was radically dangerous about the perfectionist proj-
ect. His words linger still to echo the thesis that even kings and
queens remain human against the first signs of utopian ideolo-
gies in modern world:

This king, to say no more of him, and this queen, and their
infant children, (who once would have been the pride and hope
of a great and generous people) were then forced to abandon the
sanctuary of the most splendid palace in the world, which they
left swimming in blood, polluted by massacre, and strewed with
scattered limbs and mutilated carcases. Thence they were con-
ducted into the capital of their kingdom. Two had been selected
from the unprovoked, unresisted, promiscuous slaughter, which
was made of the gentlemen of birth and family who composed
the king’s body guard. These two gentlemen, with all the parade
of an execution of justice, were cruelly and publicly dragged to
the block, and beheaded in the great court ¢f the palace. Their
heads were stuck upon spears, and led the procession; whilst the
royal captives who followed in the train were slowly moved along,
amidst the horrid yells, and shrilling screams, and frantic dances,
and infamous contumelies, and all the unutterable abominations of
the furies of hell, in the abused shape of the vilest of women.®

8 Edmund Burke, Reflexions on the Revolution in France, Chicago, Gateway,
1955, pp. 105-06.



DISPLACING DAMNATION 35

And ever since this time, especially since the post-World War
T era, there has been an underground tendency that recognized
that an actual this-worldly “hell” was the other side of the
perfectionist endeavors. Dostoyevsky had already foreseen that
the old theory of tyranny would have to be replaced by a devil
Incarnate, a hell on earth, which made men believe that bread
was really their goal.

Thus, hell has not been abolished as theologically untenable
but rather it has reappeared in secular guise. No longer is
evil seen to result from the choices of responsible, fallen human
persons in their historical ambiguities, but evil has become
incarnate. Classes, nations, beliefs are the causes of evil and
must be rejected in toto since there can be no compromise. The
Hegelian dialectic not only broke the absolute dichotomy of good
and evil, the one symbolized in the very account of creation
in Genesis, but it also showed how evil in the world could be
“overcome.” From the classic point of view, then, this had the
effect of assigning evil to groups and movements so that the
personalist evolution of western thought was reversed. In-
dividuals could be eliminated—beginning with the king as
Burke saw and ending with just anyone as our current revolu-
tionaries teach us—because they bore the sign of visible evil
on their foreheads. And their lives literally became a hell since
no human traditions governed their existence and limited what
could be accomplished against them.

It is at this point that the problem of hell enters modern
political thought. For the effort to establish an absolute happi-
ness by political means-—a heresy still very prevalent in various
Third World religious trends—has its correlative in the elimina-
tion of the causes of evil as such so that its embodiment does
not lie in human will but in a group or class with no reference
to individual choice or moral status.” This is why modern vio-

® Burke’s observation is worth recalling here: “ History consists, for the greater
part, of the miseries brought upon the world by pride, ambition, avarice, revenge,
lust, sedition, hypocrisy, ungovemed zeal, and all the train of disorderly apoetites,
which shake the public, . .. These vices sre "the causes of those storms, Religion,
morals, laws, prerogatives, prxnleges, Liberties, rights of men, are the pretexts.
Ibid., p. 201.



36 JAMES V. SCHALL, S.J.

lence pays relatively little attention to personal guilt but justi-
fies itself in terms of variously disguised forms of * collective
guilt.” Again the old theological issue of original sin becomes
re-enacted in a perverse manner within a political context. And
in a perfectionist political theory, be it noted, when ultimate
happiness is conceived as arriving within the movement down
the ages, the elimination from this life through terror is equiva-
lent to hell, to the absolute destruction. The belief that evil
can be removed by political action, thus, turns out to be the
cause for the secularization of hell as a political instrument to
justify the good life. The good life arrives when the evil classes
or movements are eliminated. Eric Voegelin touched upon this
in The New Science of Politics:

The death of the spirit is the price of progress. Nietzsche re-
vealed this mystery of the western apocalypse when he announced
God was dead and that He had been murdered. This Gnostic murder
is constantly committed by the men who sacrifice God to civiliza-
tion. The more fervently all human energies are thrown into the
great enterprise of salvation through world-immanent action, the
farther the human beings who engage in this enterprise move away
from the life of the spirit. And since the life of the spirit is the
source of order in man and society, the very success of a Gnostic
civilization is the cause of its decline.l®

The life of the spirit thus comes to be challenged precisely by
the life of politics seen as a means to salvation, something con-
sistently denied it in the classical Christian tradition, as well
as in Aristotle.

What this consideration suggests, therefore, is an issue rarely
faced any more in the heart of political theory, but nevertheless
one continually present in often undetected forms. This is
whether the modern project of a completely rational politics is
possible without a revelation to save reason. The Thomist im-
plication in the Treatise on Law (I-II, 92-4) was that for most
reason did need revelation. And it would be deceiving, even on
empirical grounds, to maintain that this is still not the question.

‘ 1% Eric Voegelin, The. New Science of Politic&, Chicago, University of Chicago
Press, 1952, p. 131,
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Leo Strauss, with his usual perception, put his finger on the
exact issue:

The natural law which is knowable to the unassisted human mind
and which prescribes chiefly actions in the strict sense is related
to, or founded upon, the natural end of man; that end is two-
fold: moral perfection and intellectual perfection; intellectual per-
fection is higher in dignity than moral perfection; but intellectual
perfection or wisdom, as unassisted human reason knows it, does
not require moral virtue. Thomas solves this difficulty by virtually
contending that, according to natural reason, the natural end of
man 1s insufficient, or points beyond itself or, more precisely, that
the end of man cannot consist in philosophical investigation, to say
nothing of political activity. The natural reason itself creates a
presumption in favor of the divine law, which completes or perfects
the natural law. At any rate, the ultimate consequence of the
Thomist view of natural law is that natural law is practically in-
separable not only from natural theology—i. e, from a natural the-
ology which is, in fact, based on belief in biblical revelation—but
even from revealed theology. Modern natural law was partly a
reaction to this absorption of natural law by theology.**

Now, of course, Thomas is somewhat more nuanced than
Strauss implied, but Thomas did hold that revelation is neces-
sary for most men to know and keep most of the natural law,
while one of the reasons for this same revelation was precisely
the inability of civil law to punish all violations. This clearly
suggests that modern theory insofar as it explicitly rejects the
idea of reason’s limits, so that it claims the possibility to con-
struct rationally the good life, cannot be reconciled with Christ-
ianity. And this is the precise origin of the reappearance of
hell as a political doctrine and practice, however it be called,
in the need to find a cause in public life of human evil,

How is this to be understood? Hannah Arendt has argued
that Christianity, when it became established, faced the same
problem in the public order as did Plato in The Republic. She
argued further that even the French and American revolution-
ary founders were concerned to emphasize the public function

**Yeo Strauss, Natural Right and History, Chicago, University of Chicago
Pres, 1958, pp. 163-64. .
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of hell. In the context of Leo Strauss’s reservations, Hannah
Arendt’s reflections are of uncommon significance:

For the obvious reason why the men of the revolution of all
people should be so strangely out of tune in this respect with the
general climate of their age was that precisely because of the new
separation of church and state they found themselves in the old
platonic predicament. When they warned against the elimination
of the fear of hell from public life because this would pave the way
to “ make murder itself as indifferent as shooting plover, and the
extermination of the Robilla nation as innocent as the swallowing
of mites on a morsel of cheese (John Adams),” their words may
sound with an almost prophetic ring in our ears; yet they were
clearly spoken not out of any dogmatic faith in the “avenging
God ” but out of mistrust in the nature of man.'? (Italics added)

This latter, of course, is a remarkable line, since it locates the
political necessity for the doctrine of hell exactly where Aquians
located the need for revelation with respect to reason.

Naturally, if pure reason closed off from any revelation—the
modern project—ends up creating a kind of political hell, then
it would follow that political theory must reassess Strauss’s
restriction about the kind of reason that would save us. John
Hallowell was one of the few contemporary theorists to grant
the necessary conclusion. In his Main Currents in Modern
Political Thought, he wrote:

. . . The basic insights of the Christian faith provide the best in-
sights we have into the nature of man and of the crisis in which we
find ourselves. That crisis is the culmination of modern man’s pro-
gressive attempt to deny the existence of a transcendent or spiritual
reality and of his progressive failure to find meaning in some wholly
immanent conception of reality. Modern man’s worship of the
Class, the Race, or the State has only further alienated him from
reality, plunged him deeper into despair and impelled him further
along the road to destruction and annihilation. Only through a re-
turn to faith in God, as God revealed himself to man in Jesus Christ,
can modern man and his society find redemption from the tyranny
of evil.®®

12 Hannah Arendt, Between Past and Future, New York, Viking, 1968, pp.
188-34. .

12 John Hallowell, Main Currents in Modern Political Thought, New York, Holt,
1950, p. 651.
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For Professor Hallowell, then, the alternative to an actual
tyranny of evil, a “ hell,” is not an exclusively rational project,
even though, at least in Thomistic metaphysics, rationality
need not be opposed to revelation, no matter how much the
latter aids the former. The systematic thinking out or the
politically activist rooting out of precisely those Christian
supplements to pure reason, has left us with the kind of man
motivated by no corrective influence. The penalty for thinking
in a purely rational manner has been precisely that, pure rea-
son.

Jacques Ellul’s recent study, The Betrayal of the West, is
an effort to trace this consequence. And its essence is the vic-
tory of the modern political project, the founding of all right
and history and nature on man himself. Classical Christian
metaphysics, as Maritain once wrote,

is a philosophy of being; more than that, a philosophy of the super-
abundance of being. . . . Christian philosophy, better than the
Greek, has seen that it is natural that immanent activity should
superabound, since it is superexisting. Purely transitive activity is
transitory. . . . Immanent activity is “ generous,” because, striving
to be achieved in love, it strives to achieve the good of other men,
disinterestedly, gratuitously, as a gift. Christian theology is a theo-
logy of divine generosity. . . .4

And it is the disappearance of this universality, this “ super-
abundance,” that is most gravely affecting the present civiliza-
tion. Ellul himself put it quite well:

It is in our day that Jesus is, in the fullest and most radical sense,
being rejected by everything—I mean literally everything—and in
every area of man’s endeavors: his thinking, his willing, his under-
takings, his building of his world, his consumption. It is in our day
that Jesus is being, in the fullest and most radical sense, humiliated:
simply left aside as possessing no interest or significance in compari-
son with what man discovers for himself and bestows upon him-
self. ...

. * Jacques Maritain, Scholasticism and- Politics, Garden City, N. Y., Doubleday
Image, 1960, p. 174, Cf. also F. lehelmsen, “The Christian Undertanding: of
Being,” The Intercolleginte Review, Winter-Spring, 1978, pp. 87-93.
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. God’s silence means that the world that wanted to be left
alone is now indeed alone. .. 8

What is thought to have been unnecessary to reason, then,—
that is, revelation—and “ what is feared from human nature ”
combine to make the classical Christian solution almost em-
pirical. The doctrines of revelation and hell are both legitimate
and pertinent to the political order itself.

To speak of the absence of precisely what Christianity has
said must be added to us if we would be whole, if we would
achieve our very happiness, is, no doubt, paradoxical. Yet,
in a real sense, if we consider that much of the duty and func-
tion of the modern state is to bureaucratize and organize, to
make public, as it were, all the human concerns with poverty
and sickness and weakness that Christianity brought initially
into the world, a theme R. H. Tawney used to touch upon,
then we can see the significance of Edmund Fuller’s recent
remarks about Professor Gaylin’s “ Doing Good ” : The Limits
of Benevolence:

One hates to face the limits of benevolence. Ideally, it should be
infinite, yet probably only saints could be trusted fully with the
care of the helpless, and saints are in short supply. Perhaps true
human benevolence is necessary one-to-one, few-to-few, ad hoc.
That saintly woman of Calcutta, Mother Theresa, knows that she
and her sisters cannot minister even to all of Calcutta, but they
minister lovingly to each individual’s needs as they encounter
them,®

Benevolence, that secular rendition of Christian charity, can-
not retain its value apart from its original inspiration, Ellul
himself argues that the contemporary heresy is precisely the
belief that what men lack is clothing, food, shelter, and that
this is the definition of religion, that of helping the brother.*”
And yet, this is a complete, enclosed humanism, out of which
there is no escape, a perfect definition of “ hell ” in which all
relationships are defined exclusively in terms of justice, in

1% Jacques Ellul, The Betrayal of ‘the West, New York, Seabury, 1978, pp. 78-79.
* ¥ Edmund Fuller, Rev1ew in T he Wall Street Journal, May, 1978.
1 Ellul, pp. 184-85.
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which no one is related to any one else except by legitimate
obligation. From another tradition, this is the implication of
the widely-read thesis of John Rawls’s A Theory of Justice.
Men, consequently, end up precisely alone—again the classic
definition of hell, the existence of a world totally of our own
norms and makings, a world of no relationships except those
of justice.

Perhaps the best analysis of this result in its Christian im-
plication is in Lezak Kolakowski’s “Le diable, peut-il étre
sauvé? ”** The question Kolakowski addresses himself to is
the significance of the Christian doctrines of evil and hell,
epitomized by the figure of Satan. To do this, he places him-
self squarely before the modern political enterprise which sets
up as a project the proper elimination of evil, again defined
variously through Rousseauian tradition as the elimination of
property, labor, and coercive government. Is evil, in other
words, contingent? Is hell an illusion? To put it in still other
terms, what happens if these doctrines are relativized, as they
have been in modern thought? Can we reconcile evil, as
Kolakowski sees many contemporary Christian thinkers trying
to do? **° '

Kolakowski’s answer, then, is directly related to the remark
of Strauss as to that of Hallowell about the need for what the
Christians call “grace” even to be fully natural-—a theme
also stressed often in Chesterton’s Orthodoxy. Kolakowski
wrote:

The two complementary ideas which are at the very heart of
Christian culture—namely, that humanity has been fundamentally
saved by the coming of Christ and that, since man has been chased
from a terrestrial paradise, every human being is fundamentally
condemned if we consider him in his natural state, without the aid
of grace—ought to be considered together to avoid a heady opti-
mism or a despair which could follow a consideration of the two
ideas independently of each other.

8 Lezak Kolakowski, “ Le diable, peut-il étre sauvé? ” Contrepoint, Paris, #20,
1976, pp. 129-39.
2 Ibid,, p. 181.
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- Without doubt the Church has formally decided that very many
are saved and has never formally declared that anyone was con-
demned. There is nothing in the teaching of the Church which
formally excludes the possibility of hell being empty, but we are not
permitted to affirm it does not exist. The existence of the devil
affirms without ambiguity that evil constitutes a permanent element
in the world, that it can never be totally uprooted, and conse-
quently it is vain to hope for a universal reconciliation. One of the
fundamental principles of the Catholic Church is that Christ has
died not only for the elect but for all. But one of the central theses
of the Council of Trent is that the liberty of man is to accept grace
or to refuse it, without being able as a result positively to increase
. its force and that affirmation seems to be a natural consequence of
the doctrine of original sin.

fy S0

Kolakowski, then, went on to argue that these concepts of
original sin and the existence of the devil have almost dis-
appeared even in Christian circles. In fact, “ the faith in the
unlimited perfectability of natural man, in that Parousia that
man himself prepares for progressively is prevailing among
Christians.” 2 Yet, the ideological concepts of a man-made
paradise and a society in which all capacities are fulfilled would
undermine both the ideas of love and creativity for which they
are said to aim. “ Complete satisfaction is equivalent to death
and partial satisfaction implies suffering. Thus, the whole
ideological project is itself a failure. Human corruptibility is
not contingent. . . .”* Few people would work for progress
if they really knew the cost to be paid. And at a more funda-
mental level, the promise of a terrestrial paradise, to return
man to his innocence, attacks the very right we have to re-
main the individuals we are.”* Every good work can become
corrupt so that some doubt is healthy against the prevalent
promethean principle.

Our natural forces are able to find no sure support against evil:
all that which we are able to do is to practice the art of placing in
balance the contrary dangers. It is precisely this which the Christ-

20 Ibid., p. 136.
2 Ibid., p. 136,
* Ibid., p. 137,
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ian tradition affirms when it maintains that certain effects of orig-
inal sin are ineluctable and that there can only be salvation through
grace.?®

The reality of grace and devil, the conviction that mankind is
free, yet not able by its own efforts to achieve its highest happi-
ness, that being is ultimately gift-oriented, that evil is definable
and permanent, that hell is a surety for the belief that not all is
compromisable—these serve to refashion our thinking on
political theory. This era is caught between a relativism that
compromises all and a belief that only the right should and
shall prevail. Ultimately, the tyrannies of the 20th Century
have been clearly moral evils acting against the human good,
a good which is not an abstraction but something in real hu-
mans born into this world.

Hell, consequently, does have a proper function in political
theory. Like original sin, whenever hell is neglected, it merely
returns under another form. The tradition of Aquinas is that
all evil will be punished ultimately, that all human evil is
precisely chosen. But it need not be the function of politics
to punish all evils or to correct all evil choices. This latter
is a central political proposition. The effort to create a perfect,
self-conceived society on earth invariably seems to result in
a kind of incarnate hell. And yet, it seems such an attractive
idea, for it does witness to the questions Aquinas asked in the
first part of the Prima Secundae, to the human search for
absolute happiness. When modern political theory decided to
base its initial proposition, contrary to the classics, on moral
indifference to good and evil with Machiavelli and before him
with Marsilius’s reduction of all morality to interiority, it set
off on a project that was metaphysically impossible. The limits
of pure reason, the paradox that man usually cannot know his
own good or happiness—the impact of Aquinas’s argument
for a divine law—seems to be an affront to modern theory.

Nevertheless, again and again, the political consequences of
the denial of the existence and definition of evil and its

2 Ibid., p. 138.
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permanent punishment cannot be ignored. Hell is not a neutral
or mythical element in the political context. The essence of
this means that good cannot evolve from evil, even though
out of evil God can draw good, as Paul of Tarsus taught. All
of this makes the political enterprise distinctly different from
its manner of presenting itself in modern thought. In the
modern era, then, evil and hell have become objects and move-
ments to be overcome rather than mysteries lying deeply in
the heart of human choice, where Augustine properly placed
them. Political theory, in other words, is conditioned by our
metaphysics and our theology, as the very structure of the
Summa suggests to us. What we believe about hell, therefore,
remains the touchstone of what we believe about politics, The
mystery of evil, of hell, its consequence, is neglected at a very
high cost. Plato was not wrong at the beginning of political
thought to suspect that immortality, that final punishment
and reward, all grew out of the way men must begin their re-
flections on politics. What finally made it all fit together was
when men learned that there were in fact things that did not
belong to Caesar. And the first of these is precisely hell, the
doctrine of eternal punishment.

James V. ScHALL, S.J.
Georgetown University

Washington, D. C.
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analysis has been largely shaped by Kant’s account of the

analytic judgment. In the Critique of Pure Reason that
judgment is presented as one in which “ the predicate B belongs
to the subject A, as somewhat which is contained (though
covertly) in the conception A.” It is a judgment “ in which the
connection of the predicate with the subject is cogitated
through identity.” Forming it, therefore, involves no “ recourse
to the testimony of experience,” no need to “go outside the
sphere of my own conceptions.” For example, “I need not go
beyond the conception of body to find extension connected with
it.” I have but to “ analyze the conception —that is, to “ be-
come conscious of the manifold properties which I think in that
conception.” The judgment upon any notion demands only
that we “ analyze it into its constituent conceptions,” thereby
bringing into the full light of consciousness those elements
“which were already in the subject, although in a confused
manner.” The product of the analytic act is thus “ a proposi-
tion that stands firm a priori; ” the mind needs “ only to extract
the predicate from the conception, according to the principle of
contradiction, and thereby at the same time become aware of
the necessity of the judgment.”*

The core of the above is also found in the Prolegomena to
Any Future Metaphysics: “ Analytic judgments express nothing
in the predicate but what has already been thought in the con-
cept of the subject, though not so distinctly or with the same
full consciousness.” ?

I T WOULD SEEM FAIR to say that the prevailing view of

! Critique of Pure Reason, trans, Meicklejohn, pp. 7-8. (Willey Book Company,
New York, 1900).

2 Prologue to Any Future Metaphysics, p. 14. (The Library of Liberal Arts,
Bobbs-Merrill, New York, 1950). :
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Important problems attach to Kant’s account of analysis and
its product, problems rooted in the stated covert, confused or
indistinct presence in the subject-concept of the elements that
reflective thought brings to the light of day. Granting the
product of analysis that initial status, we are led to ask what,
if anything, is given overtly and distinctly to thought. Putting
this somewhat differently, we must ask in terms of what, if any-
thing, the subject of analysis is initially known or identified.
This, in turn, prompts a question concerning the relationship
between what is initially known and that which analysis yields.
But these are matters more appropriately dealt with in another
context. Let us proceed for now on the assumption that the
product of analysis, the extracted predicate, is so given as an
element of the subject-concept that the act of analysis unfolds
exclusively in accordance with the principles of identity and
contradiction. The prevailing view of analysis is based upon
that very assumption. Its adherents stress that, as initially
present to thought, the subject is seen to contain the predicate
—i.e., the subject is known as a complex having the predicate as
one of its discrete parts. Accordingly, they would note, the
analytic proposition is simply the expression of the knowledge
that the predicate, the extracted constituent, is such a part of
the complex. And this is to say that there is a relation of direct
and complete identity between the relevant part of the complex
and the extracted predicate, and a relation of direct but partial
identity between the extracted element and the initial complex.
The favored examples of the latter, partial identity are the rela-
tionship between male and bachelor, or unmarried male, and
that between sibling and brother, or male sibling.

Proponents of this essentially conventional approach toward
analysis also emphasize that the necessity involved is based on
the laws of identity and contradiction. Contracted to the case
in hand, these principles tell us, respectively, that a given cogi-
tated element of a subject-concept must be such an element
and that it is impossible for it not to be such an element. Thus
male must be and cannot not be an element of unmarried male.
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Rephrased, an unmarried male must be and cannot not be a male.
Whence what is now the standard characterization of analysis
and its expression in a proposition. Both are held to be unquali-
fiedly repetitive of what was originally present to thought. To
perceive y within zy, to assert that zy is y, is to undertake what
need not be undertaken, to grasp what has already been grasp-
ed, to proclaim what need not be proclaimed. We can indeed
note that a bachelor, i.e., an unmarried male, is a male; we are
indeed allowed-—better, compelled—to assert that an unmarried
male is a male; but in neither case have we added one tittle to
our initial knowledge, in neither case gone beyond what can
only misleadingly be called our starting point. In the words of
Anthony Quinton, “ an analytic statement is a tautology that
repeats itself, asserts no more than it assumes, is an instance of
the law of identity whose denial is an explicit contradiction.”

The above interpretation of analysis permits its adherents to
say something of seeming significance relative to the verbal ex-
pression of the analytic proposition. The sentence “ a bachelor
is a male ” will of course signify a necessarily true proposition
by virtue of the meanings of “ bachelor ” and “ male.” Spelled
out, “ a bachelor is a male ” represents a necessary truth because
the meaning of *“ male ” is one element in the meaning of ““ bach-
elor.” In this limited and precise sense, then, we are here
concerned with a verbal truth and necessity. But, clearly, that
an unmarried male be, and of necessity, a male has no intrinsic
connection with, let alone dependence upon, any word or set of
words. The actual identity expressed by the proposition
grounds its truth and its necessity; it is hardly the sentence
signifying the proposition which brings it about that a male is
and must be a male.* We could say with equal force that the

#“The A Priori and the Analytic,” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society,
LXIX, pp. 81-54. This is one part of what Quinton calls the “ analytic thesis.”
Here, he grounds the truth and necéssity of the analytic proposition in the prin-
ciple of identity. But, as we shall see in the two notes that follow, he also presents
them as following from words and the conventions governing their use.

* Quinton proposes, ibid., that “ an amalytic ‘statement is one true in virtue of
the meanings of the terins it contains” Since he defines a statement as “a form
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truth and necessity of the proposition a bachelor is a male are
conventional in nature because the proposition is signified by a
sentence, “ a bachelor is a male,” the meanings of whose terms
are determined by convention. But conventions do not dictate
the only necessity found here—that a male be a male.’

Despite their properly incidental and extrinsic relationship to
the truth and necessity of the analytic proposition, the roles
played by language and its conventions do allow for an empiri-
cal study which might virtually pre-empt that reflection upon
the elements making up a given concept which constitutes
Kantian analysis. To discover the elements that by convention,
formal or otherwise, are signified by the words “ bachelor ” or
“ brother ” is not far removed from the reflection upon the parts
that make up the concepts bachelor or brother. Published, such
a discovery would lessen interest on the part of others in any
pronouncement by an individual on the results of his personal
reflection upon the elements composing the presumably com-
mon concept of bachelor or brother. And assuming Kantian
analysis to be the only kind, much the same point could be
made concerning the words “ cause,” “ relation,” and “ good,”
for example, and the corresponding notions of cause, relation,
and good. If, then, analysis in the Kantian sense constitutes the
discipline of philosophy, the consequence of this point for the
public expression of that discipline is clear: the study of lan-
guage will be governing.

It is quite possible that the ordinary understanding of the
word “ analysis ” itself would be compatible with all that has
thus far been presented. Do we not mean by “ analysis ” pre-
cisely an inspection of a conceived object and the detailed de-

of words with a meaning attached,” he should have said that by virtue of the
meanings of its terms a statement—i.e., a sentence—signifies a proposition that
is analytic, true and necessary. He has confused sentence and proposition.

® Quinton, ibid.: “necessary truth is a matter of convention.” The claim is
thus proved: “The meanings that words have is assigned by convention, There-
fore it is linguistic convention that makes a form of words express a necessary
truth.” While true, the two statements are irrelevant. He is here speaking of
a sentence (“a form of words”), and illicitly transferring what holds of it to the
proposition, the “necessary truth,” that this form of words expresses.



THE ACT OF ANALYSIR 49

termination of what, in all its parts or features, it is—a
determination manifested in the proposition that we term
analytic? And what can either act, the inspection or the con-
sequent assertion, amount to other than the acknowledgment of
what the object of the inspection, the subject of the assertion,
is actually conceived by you or by me to be? To analyze, it
would seem, can only be to mark, to note, to tick off one by one,
the conjoined or co-present features of any complex object that
is given to thought. Could we conceivably do other than to
duplicate, first in the act of analysis, then in the affirmation,
what we have before us when we apprehend a given complex?
And is it not equally certain that what we here offer as the lay-
man’s grasp of the word “ analysis ” must carry with it a com-
mendation of today’s professional emphasis upon the linguistic?
In the verbal enunciaticn of what our conceptual inspection has
yielded, we perforce present the elements which, normally by
informal communal agreement, are brought to mind by the
word used to designate the subject of the proposition. Hence
analysis in the ordinary sense may be substituted for by an
inquiry into a community’s use of words. No doubt there will
be required careful study of the various contexts in which a
word is used. No doubt, as well, artfully constructed transla-
tions of sentences in which a word is found will be required in
order to reach agreement in the community as to how its mem-
bers use the word. But such complications need not essentially
change matters. If analysis reveals, for example, that jazz is a
form of music involving improvisation, certain types of har-
mony and tone colors, and different syncopated rhythms, the
same information could be made available by observing that
the word “jazz ” is used to signify these very elements.®

* * *

®Tt is of course only a contingent truth that any word has a given meaning;
it is thus not necesary that a given set of words signify a necessary truth. In
fact, though, to this individual, group or community, a- given set of words may
signify a truth that is seen to be necessary. It is contingent that “a bachelor
is 2 male ” has the meaning that it is—but what it does signify is necessarily true.
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We must now ask the questions to which all of the above has
been introductory. Does the proffered account of analysis
apply to every operation which involves the inspection of an
object of thought and the drawing from it of a feature with
which the object can in truth and of necessity be identified? Is
the acquired and distinct consciousness of the features or ele-
ments of the object nothing more than the noting of one ac-
tually given discrete element after another? Is every intelligible
complexity on the part of an object of the form unmarried male
and male stbling? Is every assertion that expresses the analyzed
object’s possession of an element or feature of the form an un-
married male is a male? Is it the case that such an assertion
can present, in Quinton’s words, “ no more than it assumes? ”
Moving to the area of language, must we hold that the significa-
tion by a sentence of a necessarily true proposition is only
possible by virtue of the inclusion of the predicate in the mean-
ing of the word used to designate the subject, as in the case of
““a brother is a sibling ”’?

One reading, admittedly questionable, of Kant’s statements
on analysis would have it that this is not actually his view. The
English logician, Joseph, calls attention to the seeming implica-
tions of Kant’s remark that the predicate extracted through
analysis is covertly contained in the subject-concept.” This
would suggest that, despite his subsequent description of the
analytic judgment, Kant sees analysis as ylelding something
that is not initially given, something not grasped when the sub-
ject is first known. Thus analysis would not be an act in which
we do no more than focus upon the y within xy, but one in
which we draw from the subject that which, cognitively speak-
ing, is latent within it.

At this point our attention might be called to another under-
standing of the word “ analysis,” one quite at odds with the
interpretation of this word noted a while back. Interestingly
enough, the terms apt to be used in characterizing this other
view of analysis are those often favored by adherents of today’s

* An Introduction to Logic, H. W. B, Joseph, pp. 208-09 ,(Oxford, 2nd ed., 1916).
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analytic school in describing their own proper endeavors. The
terms in question are “ clarifying,” “ explicating,” and * eluci-
dating.” If themselves not utterly transparent in meaning, they
would at least seem to be inappropriately applied to the act of
extracting y from zy, meale from unmarried male. And it in-
volves no great leap to see them as consonant with the second
view of Kant’s doctrine on analysis, in which this act is one
with discerning the element or elements covertly contained in
the object present to thought.

Whether or no, consistently or no, such significant elucidation
of the subject-concept enters into Kant’s understanding of the
analytic act, whether or no, as interpreted by those who most
irequently use them, such terms as “ explicating ” and “eluci-
dating” preclude that position on analysis which sees it as
essentially akin to the second counting of the patches and colors
of an Appalachian quilt, there does exist a notion of analysis
radically opposed to that presented at some length above. It is
an interpretation of analysis as an act that, in the words of
Arthur Pap, involves “ cognitive effort ” and progress in knowl-
edge. A similar understanding of analysis would seem to be
present in J. O. Urmson’s claim that contemporary British
analytic philosophers see it as their task “to deepen their un-
derstanding of . . . such concepts as ‘time,” ‘relation,” and
‘thing’ .. .. and to master all their nuances, and through an
exact and thorough analysis of these concepts, and of common-
sense ways of thinking . . . to arrive at a better understanding
of common sense itself, and, at the same time, a better under-
standing of reality.” ® The cognitive enterprises there sketched
are surely a far cry from the analysis of brother into male sib-
ling.

Paradoxically, much the same cognitive effort and progress in
knowledge would appear to be involved in Anthony Quinton’s

® Elements of Analytic Philosophy, Arthur Pap, pp. 445-47, (Macmillan, New
York, 1949).

°“ The History of Philosophical Analysis,” Royaumont Colloguium, trans, R.
Rorty, The Linguistic Turn, (University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1967).
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understanding of the relationships among the various elements
(necessity, the logical or formal, the conventional, etc.) that
make up the standard position on analysis. For he presents
more than one element of the thesis as a “ development,” a * de-
velopment or elucidation ” of another element.*® Here, too, we
would appear to be far removed from the notion of analysis as
a plucking of one or more of its distinct parts from a complex
conceptual whole. And remaining within the contemporary
scene (though with a bow to Pelagius), should we not see as
involving a pronounced cognitive effort, a definite progression
in thought, a truly penetrating intellectual act, the declaration
that ought tmplies can, that obligation entails ability? How
disconcerting it would be were we told by an appropriate au-
thority that only the habits and rules of the English language
lay behind the claim—that, a study of the language revealed,
by “ ought ” we simply mean “can” plus some other discrete
but, as it happens, unnamable (indeed unknowable, because
non-existent) human state juxtaposed in thought to the notion
of ability.

But more of this and like instances later, when we shall seek
to probe and elucidate the competing notion of analysis which
they would seem to embody. Though today no more than a
minority would hold to it, this second view of analysis is fairly
widespread, accepted, if only implicitly, by all who take philos-
ophy to be more than the detailed exposition of the various
features of a given language. However, even its open propon-
ents, unlike the supporters of the more conventional doctrine on
analysis, have not spelled out their position in anything like
adequate detail. There is, for example, very little in the way
of an account of what is surely the decisive factor in any theory
of analysis, the precise relationship between the subject of
analysis and that drawn from it, between the subject and the
predicate of the analytic proposition. This stands in strong
contrast to the utter clarity of the subject-predicate relationship
central to the dominant contemporary position on analysis, that

1% 0p, cit.
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of direct identity revealed in the propositional form zy is y.
Certainly, if intelligibility is to be had by the claim that anal-
ysis involves cognitive effort and progression in the move from
knowledge of the subject to knowledge of the predicate, it must
be determined what sort of subject-predicate relationship ob-
tains other than that of direct identity—and what sort of neces-
sity binds subject and predicate other than that rooted in direct
identity. Beyond that, there must be brought out whatever is
essentially involved in that analytic act which escapes the
status of the inconsequential and simply repetitive. A difficult
task, perhaps an impossible cne. It may be that only the barest
sketch of this sort of analysis is possible, and one largely based
on the way of negation: whatever lends triviality to analyses,
whatever leads to propositions of the form @y is y, must be lack-
ing in that having cognitive significance. Help might also come
from instances, presumed or undeniable, of significant analytic
sequences. One of these, of course, is ought implies can. An-
other might be a common declaration of the limits of existence:
to be is to be singular, i.e., only the singular, as opposed to the
universal, can exist. Then there is the hoary but steadfast red
ts a color. It may be that each of these, and others, will embody
the features that we are led in a priori fashion to attribute to
progressive analyses. Aided as well by a spirit of conjecture, let
us turn to the task of uncovering the features of non-Kantian
analysis.

* * *

1. A starting point: the subject of analysis determinately
identified.

Perhaps nothing more obvious could be said concerning any
analysis than that it must begin with knowledge of the subject
undergoing analysis. It must be known what is being subjected
to the pondering, the probing, the discriminating, the explicat-
ing, the elucidating that we see as one with the act of analysis.
In a word, analysis must begin with the identification of the
analyzed—that from which we draw the given predicate, that
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whose relationship to the predicate we express in the proposi-
tion, that which we perceive as necessitating the predicate. So
obvious is this that it might appear to be insignificant. But con-
sider anew Kant’s account of the analytic judgment.

Setting aside the qualification ““covertly ” in his statement
that the predicate is contained in the subject-concept, our ac-
count of his doctrine on analysis proceeded on the assumption
that every “ extracted ” element is from the beginning explicitly
present to thought. This approach was called for, ultimately, in
view of his claim that “ the connection of the predicate with the
subject is cogitated through identity.” Were the given con-
stituent element which, extracted, became the predicate not ex-
plicitly grasped in the subject as initially known, there would be
no ground for equating element and predicate. Accordingly,
asked to identify, for example, that from which male is ana-
lytically drawn, we could only reply unmarried meale; asked to
identify that from which the complete analysis, male sibling, is
drawn, we could only reply male sibling. It is this, of course,
that renders Kantian analysis specious as knowledge, that
makes of it an exercise in the trivial.

Yet, Kant did speak of the extracted predicate as covertly
present in the subject, as what was first known confusedly or
indistinetly. This might justify other responses to the require-
ment that we identify the subject of Kantian analysis, and per-
haps justify a different interpretation of that sort of analysis.
One response could be that the subject as initially known is in
its entirety confusedly or indistinctly grasped, with all of its
constituents covertly contained. In effect, then, the subject
would not be identified—a rather fatal flaw. Another response
would be that the subject first grasped by us is a mixture of the
overtly and covertly present. In this case, of course, what is
overtly present would be the identifying note of the presumed
subject of analysis. But here, too, decisively different options
would be available to us, options bearing upon the very nature
of the analytic act. That which is initially present in covert
fashion could then be perceived merely as conjoined to the
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overtly present and identifying feature, in the way that a de-
terminate color or density might be conjoined to a three-
dimensional reality first captured by thought, or a flavor con-
joined to a fragrance. The corresponding moment in linguistic
analysis would be the discovery that another shade of meaning
attached itself to the word as initially understood. In neither
case, though, could the relationship between starting-point and
the subsequently grasped element properly be termed analytic,
for there would be no difference between it and that connection
which we term factual or empirical. There would be, that is,
no deriwvation of that subsequently known from, no discrimina-
tion of it within, that initially known.,

We are left with the option that the overtly apprehended
and distinguishing feature be the proper source of whatever is
revealed through the discerning act—through, in a word,
analysis. Clearly, only what is explicitly grasped could be the
ground of what is subsequently apprehended, of what is appre-
hended as pertaining to the subject of necessity. And since we
can attain the subject only in terms of what is initially and
overtly given, the upshot is that, formally speaking, the iden-
tifying feature is the very subject of analysis. The source of
our subsequent, our analytic, knowledge and the subject of
our successive discriminations are one and the same. It is, for
example, obligation which we probe, and which, probed, yields
ability; redness which we first know and from which we draw
color; and existence that we first grasp and then know as singu-
lar.

This provides another counter to the possible claim that the
subject of analysis is a confusedly known whole, all of its
features covertly present. That latent within the subject is
what we come to know through analysis, not its subject. What-
ever might lie within that initially discerned, whatever is initial-
ly unknown, is surely not what we analyze, not what, meta-
phorically speaking, we break down into its component features.
Nonetheless, there no doubt remains the inclination to see
analysis as bearing upon the relatively indistinct or confused.
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Within this scheme, the subject would first be given in general
outline, followed by the revelation, presumably through analy-
sis, of its specific contours or features. This would perhaps be
reinforced by the consideration that analysis is conceived to
be progressive in character. As well, because there is the ten-
dency to equate analytical and precise knowledge, there is a
like tendency to coustrue pre-analytic knowledge, that knowl-
edge of the subject with which analysis begins, as relatively if
not simply confused.

In fact, the notion of analysis as progressive, as yielding
what is initially unknown, demands that the subject of analysis
be, relative to that derived from it, both distinctly known and
at least as specific in its structure. The examples of analytic
derivation that have been offered most certainly embody that
relationship. We must know distinctly that specific human
state of obligation if we are to discern within it and to draw
from it the notion of ability—if we are to be justified in as-
serting that ought implies can. Similar conditions must hold
if we are to move from red to color and from existent to singu-
lar. It can of course be maintained that what is known through
analysis is first present to thought in an obscure way, but this
is quite a different matter from holding that what is initially
known, the subject of analysis, is indeterminately grasped.
There would be more than a slight problem in claiming that
the indeterminate could, via analysis, yield the specific. We
are hardly able to claim, for example, that the analysis of can
will yield ought, or that the analysis of color will yield red.
And it is equally clear that an indeterminately known subject
could not ground the assertion of a necessary link running
from it to the predicate. Color need not be red, ability need
not be obligation.

It is indisputably true that thought does move from the con-
fused to the precise, from the general to the specific—from, to
cite an example, the knowledge of something as a plane figure
to knowledge of it as a trapezium. But why conceive of such
a process as analysis? Why suggest that it involves the deriva-
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tion of trapezium from plane figure? Why suggest what is
even more obviously not the case, that a plane figure is of
necessity a trapezium? Much the same points should be made
concerning the linguistic counterpart of the move from the in-
determinate to the precise. We may well grant that the mean-
ing of a word is at first but vaguely known, and then, through
one procedure or another, known in its precise sense. But this,
surely, is utterly different from the derivation, through analysis,
of the precise from the initially general meaning. Call the
movement from the confused to the determinate what you
will, call ““ techniques of analysis ” whatever devices permit the
dispelling of the original confusion, but stop short of equating
this operation with analysis in either the Kantian or the present
sense, since it is impossible to assert that the mind draws the
determinate from the indeterminate, just as it 1s impossible to
assert that the general feature first known is necessarily the
distinet object subsequently known. Nor would it do to hold
that because the process undergone led to the realization that
the object or meaning first vaguely apprehended is actually of
the determinate structure xyz, the expression of this must take
the form xy=z is zyz, which “ analytic ” proposition reveals that
the process engaged in was that of analysis. That tack would
be based on a confusion central to Richard Hare’s under-
standing of analysis, of which more later. The point to be made
now is that the object or meaning first indeterminately grasped
cannot be known as necessarily of the structure zyz.

A final matter here. Were any “linguistic > approach to in-
volve a process which began with a determinate meaning of a
word and which culminated in the discrimination within that
meaning of a notion at first latently present, then no quarrel
at all would exist. But then it would clearly differ in no
germane respect from the sort of non-Kantian analysis that
we are trying to articulate. Were we, for example, to start
with the precise sense of “ought” and to draw from it that
signified by the word “can,” we would simply be analyzing
ought and grasping that it entails can. We could, if we chose,
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add the probable claim that the conventions of English dictate
that when we use “ ought” we also use “ can” and that when
“can ” is not applicable we should not use “ ought,” but this
would not change one whit the nature of the flow of thought
from ought to can, upon which, we may surmise, the conven-
tions in question rest.

2. No direct identity between subject and predicate.

We come now to a matter referred to more than once a while
back. It is that the notion of analysis now under study pre-
cludes the relationship of direct identity, whether partial or
total, between the initial notion and that analytically drawn
from it. A paradoxical assertion, given that analysis is precisely
the grasp of what the subject i¢s? Perhaps. But the absence
of such identity is demanded by the strategy of denying to
the present notion of analysis whatever rendered the Kantian
variety nugatory—and central to analysis as conceived by Kant
is the stated “ cogitation through identity.” Besides, the ex-
amples of analytic derivation relied upon thus far prove valu-
able here as well. Unlike bachelor in relation to male, the no-
tion of obligation does not contain ability as a distinct element,
any more than red contains color as that sort of part. If it is
held that ability and color are each distinct elements of the
appropriate whole, we must, as was suggested a while back,
ask what the other part is to which each is joined. What is
it that, joined to ability, constitutes ought, and, joined to color,
constitutes red? The search for it will be long and vain. Nor,
though the example is doubtless more obscure, can we conceive
of existent as a composite of discrete notes, one of them being
singular and the other—what? Something, we may be certain,
which involves the note of singularity, something from which
we could draw singular, and thus not something which, ex-
ternally related to singular, constitutes with it what would then
be the contingent whole existent. Here, needless to say, we
touch upon the key features of non-Kantian analysis: a com-
plexity other than that embodied in, for example, male sibling,
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an identity other than that holding between male sibling and
male, and thus a necessity other than that expressive of direct
identity. We will again take up these matters when we deal
properly with the necessity binding subject and predicate in
this kind of analysis.

8. Knowledge of the subject without knowledge of the predi-
cate.

It is in knowing the subject that we know the predicate, in
knowing the subject’s identifying feature that we know the
discriminated feature. It is in knowing ought that we know
can, in knowing red that we know color. Yet, knowledge of
the subject is to be distinguished from knowledge of the predi-
cate; more precisely, knowledge of the subject does not have
knowledge of the predicate as one of its components, in the
way, for example, that knowledge of unmarried male contains
knowledge of male. Rather, it is an act in which we first know
the subject as identified, and then come to know the predi-
cate—e.g., we know red and then come to know color. More-
over, analysis is knowledge of the predicate as derived from the
identified subject. Thus even while perceiving and enunciating
that the subject is the predicate, the two objects of thought
are held apart. Originally conceived without reference to the
predicate, then conceived as that which entails the predicate,
the subject is throughout a distinct object of thought.

4. Analysis is independent of the verbal.

It is necessary that what is signified by “red ” be what is
signified by “ color —assuming the standard understanding of
each word. Hence what we call “red” we must also call
“color,” again assuming standard meanings. It may even be
that a convention exists which forbids us to call “red” what
we would not call “color.” Like conventions might forbid us
to apply “obligation ” where we would not apply “ability ”
and to speak of “ existent ” where we would not speak of  sin-
gular.” Nomne of this should surprise us, given the bonds of
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necessity linking the objects brought to mind by the words
mentioned—red and color, obligation and ability, existent and
singular. In at least one case the bond would be grasped by all,
and in the others, no doubt, by those who pronounce on con-
ventions and prepare dictionaries. Hence none of this renders
the perceived necessity in one case of the other essentially one
with that appropriate to, say, “ bachelor” and “male.” The
one meaning of “bachelor” is unmarried male, and to this
cognitively terminating function nothing corresponds in the
signification of “red ” or “ought” or “existent,” for each of
these represents a unified object from which that analogous
to male is derived, not marked off as one member of an acci-
dental whole. Here, words and their meanings either set the
task or reflect one performed, they do not of themselves com-
plete it. It would be safe to assume that no one would accept
the presence of color in the definition of “ red ” unless this were
supported by the analytic derivation of color from red. Like
observations could be made with respect to the definitions of
“ought” and “ being,” in the case at least of those who pon-
der such states as obligation and existence.

5. The subject is not, through analysis, transformed into the
derived predicates.

Analysis reveals what a subject is. Hence, following analysis,
we might think it required of us to conceive of the subject in
terms of the derived predicate. And thus a complete analysis
(if such be possible) would lead to the substitution of its pro-
duct, the set of appropriate predicates, for the subject. What-
ever other difficulties might be involved in this view, one crucial
preblem cannot be ignored. Were a subject to be transformed
into that drawn from it, that which had, by supposition, served
as the source of the derived set of predicates would have
vanished, and the set of predicates would be groundlessly as-
serted. At best we would be reduced to asserting that the com-
plex of attributes before us is indeed itself.

Both the transformation of the subject through analysis and
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the consequent-tautologieal character of the judgment which
this transformation might yield figure in Richard Hare’s ac-
count of analysis. In an article entitled “ Philosophical Dis-
coveries ” he offers the study of a Scottish dance, the eightsome
reel, and its subsequently gained definition as analogously il-
lustrative of the analytic process and its product.* The move-
ment to the definition involves what he terms an element of
“ discovery,” which would be lacking were we to begin, as
does the writer of a dancing book, with a stipulative definition
of the dance. In the latter case, he notes, statements such as
the “ eightsome reel is danced in the following way, viz. . . .,
followed by a specification of the steps, will be seen as analy-
tic "—analytic, that is, in the Kantian sense, for “ eightsome
reel ” would mean a dance involving the steps specified. Hare
would not have the process leading to the discovery of the
dance’s definition “ start off ” in this way. Such a process will,
rather, “ start off with a determinate meaning for the term
‘ eightsome reel ’,” and then, through analysis, reach the defini-
tion. What “ we have to start with is not a definition, but the
mere ability to recognize instances of correct performance of
the dance,” while “ what we have at the end is the codification
in the definition of what we know.” Thus “ what we have at
the end is different from what we had at the beginning.” He
then notes: “It is in the passage to the definition that the
mystery creeps in.” The “ mystery” (or “ puzzle ’), we may
take it, is in the derivation of the definition from the * deter-
minate meaning ” imtially grasped, in the perception of the
link running from the dance as first known to the set of predi-
cates manifesting its structure.

At this point, allowances being made for the weakness of the
analogy drawn, Hare seems to be on the verge of explicating a
notion of analysis very much like the one that we have been
considering. We are disappointed. When the passage to the
definition from the determinate but “ unformulated ” grasp of
the eightsome reel is made, another puzzle enters the scene.

** R. M. Hare, “ Philosophical Discoveries,” Mind, LXIX, pp. 145-62.
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For, the analysis completed, “we settle down in the com-
fortable analyticity ” provided by the stipulative definition of
the eightsome reel found in the book of dancing instructions.
That is, we know the truth of that represented by “ the eight-
gome reel is danced thus and so * because by “ eightsome reel ”
we mean what is danced thus and so. Gone is the starting point
of the passage, gone the determinate notion of the dance which
Hare had first contrasted to that given by the dancing book
and which had thus precluded the analyticity now proclaimed.
That starting point has been changed into the set of predicates
which, we were led to believe, had been analytically derived
from it. And so, the subject of the analysis—indeed, the analy-
sis itself—has dissolved, leaving us with the fruits of a verbal
convention.

The confusion found here is compounded, not dissipated,
when Hare states that the “ comfortable analyticity ” of the
dancing book is achieved “ after we have discovered that this
definition of the term °eightsome reel’”—the book’s—* and
no other, accords with our pre-existing but unformulated idea
of how the dance should be danced.” We thus return to the
starting point of the analytic sequence, the “ determinate mean-
ing ” that was contrasted to the definition achieved at the end
of the sequence, and, with that, to a view of analysis that pre-
cludes the analyticity related to the stipulative definition. For
the exclusive accord of the definition achieved with the initial
determinate concept of the eightsome reel, the accord between
what Hare insists are two “ different ” notions— what we have
at the beginning ” and “ what we have at the end ”—can, if
relevant, only be the analytic derivation of the one from the
other. It is thus odd that Hare should use this as the basis
of the claim that the result of the analytic process—any analy-
tic process—is a tautological proposition. His approach here
may, however, be understood as a moment in the attempt to
overcome a flaw in the standard contemporary view of analysis.
If analysis is to be minimally significant and not utterly and
transparently trivial, it must start somewhere other than at the
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end; it must, that is, have a starting point conceived and identi-
fied as other than the product of analysis. Further, there must
be a relation between the starting point and the product, one
that runs from starting point to product—which is to say that
the starting point must analytically yield the product. On the
other hand, an analytic proposition, as it is grasped in con-
temporary thought, can only involve a direct identity between
subject and predicate. Somehow, then, the bond between
starting point and product, when it finds expression in a
proposition, must be one of direct identity. This is made pos-
sible by converting the starting point of analysis into its pro-
duct—at the cost, needless to say, of rendering the whole pro-
cedure nugatory. Hare’s mention of an accord between initial
and subsequent conceptions of that which is analyzed may be
seen as a gesture in the direction of progressive analysis, as an
attempt to mitigate the trivialization of the whole affair that is
the clear import of the position that analysis ends in a tauto-
logical proposition.*?

12 Another possible source of Hare’s confusion is that he has brought together
these two different views of the process under study: 1) we discover that what
we first had before the mind, the dance as initially known or identified, is the
eightsome reel as defined in the book of dancing instructions, and 2) we dis-
cover that this, the cightsome reel as defined in the book of dancing instructions,
is what we initially though confusedly had before us. View number one would
involve the notion of analysis that we are sketching, while the second would see
analysis as akin to the emergence of a defined figure out of a fog, each phase
of the process prompting the realization—to which no necessity whatsoever at-
taches—that what was confusedly comprehended the moment before is indeed the
more distinet object now present.

Such disparate views of analysis would have their counterparts in the accounts
of the act, cited here more than once, presented by Anthony Quinton. Though
analysis is explicitly defined as the direct repetition of what was initially given
to thought, we have already noted that one of the elements of what Quinton calls
the “analytic thesis ” is held to be the “ development and elucidation ” of another.
It is fair to assume that the elucidation in question is itself an act of analysis—
which means that in this most interesting case analysis is conceived as quite different
from the mere duplication of what has already been assumed. But that is not
all, for there is also the position suggested by the following statements made by
Quinton concerning certain analyses, offered, ironically, in support of the asser-
tion that every analysis turns about a perceived direct identity: * What is hard
is to discover the identity in the first place. But an identity is none the less
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6. The necessity found in analysis not based on the principle
of identity.

- All would agree that analysis is a determination, an explica-
tion, and the analytic proposition an expression, of what its

an identity for being deeply hidden.” (op.cit.) Here too we are certainly to believe
that it is through analysis that the deeply hidden identity is discovered. And this
means that there is an analysis in which the subject—that which is discovered to
be this and that—is initially known and identified in terms of features other
than those, initially deeply hidden, which we come to realize pertain to it. Finally,
Quinton offers a notion of analysis as a movement from the general to the specific.
Speaking of the rclationship between that element of the analytic thesis which
concerns necessity and that which has to do with the meanings of terms, he ob-
serves: “‘Analytic’ as ‘true in virtue of meaning’ gives a little more clarity
of outline to the relatively amorphous notion of the necessary as that which is
true in itself, no matter what.” (ibid.)

As stated above, such conflicting conceptions of analysis may be seen as rooted
in the desire to mitigate the trivializing of analysis that is consequent upon the
understanding of it as mere repetition. Another attempt to modify this result
is perhaps found in A. J. Ayer’s objection to Strawson’s “stress on the difference
between analysis of the facts of language and analysis of the facts which lan-
guage describes.”” He adds: “ after all, these two kinds of analysis come down
to the same thing. Take, for example, belief—the fact of believing this or that.
One may ask what belief is, or one may ask what one is saying when one says ‘1
believe.” ¥ (The Royaumont Coll., Rorty, op.cit., p. 329) Though on this occasion
we are given nothing in support of the claim, Ayer could have had in mind the
trivial truth that since belief is that signified by the word “ belief,” to determine
the sense of “belief ” is to determine what belief is, the latter being a “ factual ”
affair if belief happens to be imbedded in the factual order. However, on another
occasion the approach taken by Ayer is quite different; and while not trivial,
it is unacceptable. He writes: “a child who has gained the idea of whales from
picture books may learn something new when he is told that whales are mam-
mals . . . what he learns, surely, is an analytie truth.” (“Phenomenology and
Linguistic Analysis,” The Aristotelian Society, Symposia, Supp. Vol. XXXIII)
This attempt to identify knowledge of fact and analytic truth is wholly in vain.
The fact, the “something new,” that the child learns is: that seen in the picture
book is a mammal. The analytic truth supposedly one with this fact is: a true
air-breathing, warm-blooded, viviparous mammal inhabiting the sea (the meaning
of “whale”) is a mammal, or something of the sort. Whatever Ayer might say,
the two propositions are not the same. What the child actually learns is the purely
factual conjunction of atiributes, those revealed in the picture of the whale and
that signified by “ mammal,” not an analytic truth of the kind offered.

Of course, the interesting question in all this is whether any of the British
analysts do acknowledge an act of analysis which yields a non-tautological proposi-
tion. If so, would that they were clear about it. Hare, in the article cited, comes
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subject is—of what its subject necessarily is. An act which one
ought to perform is an act which one can perform, is necessarily
an act which one can perform; an existent is an individual, and
is necessarily an individual. This might seem to justify the con-
tention that each and every analytic proposition, even that
distinguished from the trivially true (one of the form xy is v),
even that cognitively effortful and progressive, is at its core
an embodiment of the principle of identity, and that its neces-
sity has a like basis, supported, as it were, by this law’s obverse,
the principle of contradiction, which forbids what is something
not to be that something. It might be granted that such a
proposition is not so evidently an instance of identity / contra-
diction as is a proposition of the kind a bachelor is a male. Still,
it could be maintained, we are entitled to hold that what ought
to be done is necessarily what can be done only because it is
what can be done, that red is necessarily a color because it
s a color, and so on. An appealing approach, but one that over-
looks a crucial fact. The bond of necessity involved here does
not, for example, link the ability to act with the ability to act,
but the obligation to act with the ability to act. We do not
claim that what can be done is necessarily what can be done;
we assert that what ought to be done is necessarily what can
be done. It is ought, this precise and distinct notion, that neces-
sitates can, just as it is ought that implies can. In every in-
stance of significant analysis we claim that it is the subject
as identified, as possessed of a determinate attribute or feature,
that we perceive to be, that we declare necessarily to be, this
or that sort of thing. If this were not the case, if we did not
draw the predicate from the subject as necessitated by that sub-
ject in its specificity, and if the sole ground of the necessity
were that S is P, then it could always be countered that perhaps
S need not be P. If it is P, given that it is P, then it must be P,
just as if it is given that the fruit before me is green, then it

very close to acknowledging just that. But, in that same article, he expressly states
his willingness to abandon the act of progressive analysis—the move from initial
determinate conception to the definition—which is such a “ puzzle” and a * mys-
tery.”
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must be green. But a priori, precisely as S, need it be P—need
the fruit be green? However, the necessity here questioned
or denied is the very necessity claimed in the proposition link-
ing ought and can, being and individual, red and color.

* * *

Our sketch is completed. Can we go beyond it? Can we, that
is, grasp and adequately express a complexity on the part of a
subject other than that having the form zy? Can we grasp and
manifest a subject-predicate relationship other than that of the
structure ay-y? Can we discern and display as intelligible a
necessity other than that found in 2y s v, a necessity that links
a unified whole and one of its features rather than a necessity
that holds between an element (y) and itself?

In some manner each of these has at least been detected. To
deal with the first and basic question, should a complexity other
than that of the form xy be declared unknown, we need only
note once more that our favored example, ought, defines resolu-
tion into that form. Can is undeniably a feature of this state;
but when it is abstracted, that left behind is precisely the notion
of ought itself, a notion that involves the predicate in question,
cen, not something standing apart from that predicate. But
even in the case of this grounding condition we seek more.
Granting the discerning of a subject whose structure is not
molecular, what of a positive nature might be said of it? Con-
tinuing, what is the relationship between such a subject and its
predicate that we can properly term analytic? And what is the
necessity that we conceive of as consequent upon the analytic
relationship? Better, what are the relationships, the necessities?
For we may not assume that all analytical derivations are iden-
tical in the paths that they traverse. We would no doubt hold
that in all cases the derived predicate is sntrinsic to the analyzed
subject. The same idea is surely expressed by the use in ex-
tended senses of such terms as included, continued, involved,
and the like. But we may ask whether any of these take us be-
yond the initial view of analysis as a determination of what a
given subject is. The characterization of the predicate as an
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aspect, a facet, a feature, a side of the subject would also point
to the fact that analysis reveals a relationship of identity be-
tween subject and predicate, though these terms would have as
well the function of emphasizing the non-direct nature of that
identity. They might also represent the predicate as that which
emanates from the core or center of the subject, a conception
that, as Hare would put it, seems to accord with our original
understanding of the link between analyzed subject and derived
predicate. A like emphasis on the active, though this time with
respect to the analyzing subject, is found in the use of eluci-
dating, unfolding and discriminating to represent the drawing
of the predicate from the subject. It is a far cry {rom any of
these notions, however, to a comprehension of either the emana-
tion of the predicate from the subject or the corresponding cog-
nitive derivation of the one from the other.

What, then, does permit us to hold with utter conviction that
the subject must be the predicate—that red must be a color,
that what one is obliged to do must be what one can do, that
what exists must be individual? Not, we should note, the in-
conceivability of the subject apart from the predicate. This ap-
proach rests upon the view of the subject-predicate relationship
as having the form zy-y, and is thus no more than a slight varia-
tion on the claim that the principle of identity accounts for the
necessity encountered. Its simple inapplicability to the present
case is clearly shown by at least two of the examples often cited.
Red is in fact conceivable apart from the proper notion of color,
and ought is conceivable apart from a discriminated can.

No doubt recourse to the ay-y structure and to the corre-
sponding criterion of inconceivability lies behind one interpreta-
tion of the argument that the predicate pertains of necessity to
the subject because it is part of the subject’s definition. How-
ever, this argument also takes the form of maintaining that the
subject-predicate relationship is a necessary one because the
predicate enters into the definition of a wunified subject. But
does this would-be explanation amount to anything more than
another version of what we have been probing and trying to
understand? We are doubtless to assume that each one of the
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set of predicates that constitutes the definition is seen as what
emanates from the subject, as an aspect or facet thereof, and
thus as what pertains of necessity to that subject. We must
grant, then, that it either rests upon or is wholly identical with
the relationship which it is held to elucidate. The same weak-
ness, manifestly, would afflict an explanation which claimed
that a given predicate belongs of necessity to a subject because
it is the genus of that subject. We would have to know that the
proffered generic notion is a necessary aspect of the subject—
which would present to us the very relationship under study.
Nor would we be helped at all by the account which bases the
necessity in question on the fact that the predicate presupposes
the subject—as, to choose the likeliest illustration, the obliga-
tion to perform an act presupposes the ability to perform it. At
bottom what would this come to other than that ought implies
can, and that, accordingly, if one is not able to perform a given
act he is not obligated to, with the latter formulation being the
proximate source of the claim that obligation presupposes abil-
ity?

The unsatisfactory character of the above explanation might
lead us to settle for the affirmation in this case or that of an
analytic derivation grasped merely as different from that found
in 2y is g, its distinctness vouched for by an insight whose con-
tent is not to be probed, the precise nature of the perceived
subject-predicate relationship being dismissed as irrelevant. Or
perhaps we should even cast aside as lacking in pertinence the
grasp of a distinct subject-predicate bond, and simply note the
tendency of thought to move from knowledge of subject to
knowledge of predicate in this case and that, with such move-
ments involving varying degrees of compulsion, each instance
measured against the utter coercion found in zy is y. But of
course it is precisely this approach that would lack pertinence,
taking us away, as it does, from the starting-point of our in-
quiry, the perceived distinctness of certain subject-predicate
relationships, and inappropriately emphasizing, if only as a
quasi-reference point, the zy-y structure. And given the per-
ceived uniqueness of the objective relationship traced in non-
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Kantian analysis, it is bootless to challenge the significance of
our queries concerning it.**

Very well, what is grasped, represented, duplicated in the
analytic derivation? What do we fasten upon when we link
ought and can, existent and individual, red and color? What is
expressed when, in this case and that, we claim that S must be
P? Other apparent examples of the sort of structure noted and
of the bond asserted are also of interest. We would no doubt
claim to know that what exists possesses of necessity an inner
character or essence. Essence, we would insist, quite as much
as individuality, pertains to the ratio entis, and is not a feature
merely conjoined to the notion of the existent. Moving to a
narrower sphere, assuredly the same points can be made with
respect to the predicate sound and each of these subjects in
turn, a trumpet blast, a piano chord, and a screech. Or action
and, say, sawing wood, pushing a car, and putting a shot. In
each instance, the predicate is clearly intrinsic to the subject—
that is, expressive of what the subject in its unity is—is a proper
object of thought derived from the subject, and is known to be
a necessary feature of that subject. Is more given to us? Seem-
ingly not. Whatever its obviousness and relative simplicity, not
one of these reveals any more definitely the precise pattern that
the mind traces when it undertakes an analytic derivation and
perceives the necessity involved. Nor, it would seem, do such
instances as these: what acts exists, what acts separately exists
separately, love implies knowledge, moral sincerity implies the
willingness to universalize. We would not take seriously the
assertion that such relationships involved no more than the
factual co-presence of certain features. We would, that is, have
no difficulty in distinguishing such relationships from the fol-
lowing: gold-malleability, copper-conductivity, platinum-duc-
tility, and gas pressure-volume. Nor—to hint at the near

* Reference is made to the * degrees of analyticity ” approach taken by W. V.,
Quine in his famous “ Two Dogmas of empiricism,” From a Logical Point of View,
Harvard University Press, Cambridge, 1953; by M. White, “ The Analytic and
the Synthetic,” Pragmatism and the American Mind, Oxford University Press,
New York, 1978; and by A. Pap, Semantics and Necessary Truth, Yale University
Press, New Haven, 1958,
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universality of the commitment to the analytic bond—would
any such difficulty consciously afflict the advocates of the pro-
nouncements central to the doctrines of ontological monism,
epistemological subjectivism, and ethical nihilism, or to those
involved in the claimed impossibility of a private language, of
a language that is not behavior, of an intellectual operation
independent of language, and of a free act. But who would dare
to claim, however strong his convictions concerning the presence
or absence of an authentic analytic bond, that he is able to com-
prehend lucidly and able to express quite adequately the nature
of that bond?

This might lead us to consider yet another approach to the
matter. Two of its embodiments have been of marked influence
in the history of philosophical speculation. On the one hand it
has been held that our determined and convinced acceptance of
certain propositions—our display in some cases of an irresisti-
ble intellectual compulsion—is rooted in the native structure of
our minds, which causes them to conceive of or shape their ob-
jects along specified lines. On the other hand mind has been
seen as the free and creative source of forms imposed upon the
experienced flux, imparting to it an intelligibility that in itself
it lacks. Now, from another perspective, these views might play
a fruitful role. In relation to present needs, they are irrelevant.
Our concern is with the analytic bond as it is given to us,
whether its source be mind or its pristine object. This is the
relationship that the mind presumably discerns and finds intel-
lectually compelling or gratifying. An intelligible account and
manifestation of such a relationship, whether springing from the
native constitution of the mind or freely fashioned by the mind,
is thus what we seek, not its simple assertion, not the simple
claim that the mind finds it compelling. We want to know why
the mind finds it compelling. Ti the relationships said to be im-
posed upon experience are without intrinsic intelligibility, and
if their power to satisfy the mind is held to derive from the un-
known structure of mind, they are quite worthless by way of
explaining the nature of analytic propositions.

Perhaps we will be forced to apply generally what C. I. Lewis





















































































































































































































































































































