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drawal of feeding from specific classes of patients. Dr. O’Con-
nell has misrepresented the thought of most of those who op-
pose the recent American Medical Association’s new opinion
which holds that artificially administered nutrition and fluids
can be removed from terminally ill patients, even when they
are not imminently dying.? There are no Catholic moralists
who claim that it is always and everywhere morally wrong to
withhold or withdraw feeding from patients. However, there
are a number of moralists as well as bishops who now hold it
to be wrong to withhold or withdraw feeding in those cases
where the withholding or withdrawal becomes the fundamental
and underlying cause of death.

O’Connell is probably correct in saying that the policies of
one hospital do not necessarily determine the moral doctrines
of the universal Church, but neither does one national organi-
zation such as the Catholic Health Association with only a
loose affiliation with the magisterial hierarchy of the Church
necessarily do this either. The debate over the provision of
assisted feeding is a debate over whether it is morally legitimate
to withdraw feeding so that the primary and fundamental rea-
son why the person dies is that withdrawal. It is a debate over
whether those with a certain “ quality of life ” can be permitted
to be killed by omission. It is a debate over whether feeding
provided by routine mursing measures that can significantly
sustain the life is a medical treatment that should be governed
by the criteria governing other treatments, or whether it is an

2 “Withholding or Withdrawing Life Prolonging Medical Treatment”
adopted by the Council on Ethical and Judicial Affairs of the Amercian Medi-
cal Association on March 15, 1987. In its pertinent parts, it stated:

The social commitment of the physician is to sustain life and relieve
suffering. Where the performance of one duty conflicts with the other,
the choice of the patient, or his family or legal representative if the
patient to act in his own behalf, should prevail.

Life prolonging medical treatment includes medication and artificially or
technologically supplied respiration, nutrition or hydration. In treating a
terminally ill or irreversibly ecomatose patient, the physician should de-
termine whether the benefits of treatment outweigh its burdens. At all
times, the dignity of the patient should be maintained . . .
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aspect of normal care, like protection from exposure or hygienic
care, that is to be accorded to all patients.

In this piece, T wish to review the thoughts of some of the
classical Catholic moralists and show their reluctance to au-
thorize withdrawal of life-sustaining nutrition and fluids. I
also wish to show that, where they did permit food and water
to be removed, their arguments were either flawed or open to
severe criticism. And I will also show that assisted feeding can
be required of patients because of the demands of the common
good. The overall purpose of this effort is to show that re-
quiring assisted feeding when its rejection or removal would
be the fundamental cause of death is not foreign to the classi-
cal Catholic medical-ethical tradition.

1. Thomas Aquinas

Aquinas did not write any treatise devoted specifically to
providing food and fluids, but he did note in his Super Epis-
tolas S. Pauli that:

A man has the obligation to sustain his body; otherwise he would
be a killer of himself . . . by precept, therefore, he is bound to
nurish his body and likewise we are bound to all the other items
without which the body cannot live.®

In this passage Aquinas affirms an obligation to take food
and fluids because of a general obligation to sustain life, and he
asserts that failing to teke them could be morally equivalent to
self-killing in some cases. He apparently would not say this
about medical treatments, for he would hold it licit to reject
medical treatments in some cases without being a self-killer.*

The passage implies that there are more circumstances in

3 St. Thomas Aquinas, Super Epistolos S.Pauli (Taurin-Romae: Marietti,
1953), II Thess., Lec. II, n. 77. Translation in Cronin, Daniel, The Moral
Law in Regard to the Ordinary and Extroordinary Means of Conserving Life
(Dissertatio ad Lauream in Facultate Theologica Pontificiae Universitatis
Gregorianae, Romae, 1958), p. 48.

4 Medical treatments that could be rejected without being a self-killer
would be those which are rejected out of a due love for life and for the
spiritnal goods. ’
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which one could licitly reject medical treatments than there are
where one could reject food and water. Aquinas vaguely as-
serts a distinction between nutrition and fluids and medical
treatments, and he imposes a stronger obligation to receive
food and water than to receive medical treatments. The reason
for this stronger obligation seems to be that food and water are
seen as a means of sustaining life whether the person is sick or
not, while medical treatments are therapeutic measures only
to be used for those with clinical conditions.

Elsewhere, he says in a statement in the Secunda Secundae
that should be balanced against the previous one that:

[T1t is inbred for a man to love his own life and those things
which contribute to it, but in due measure (tamen debito proprio)
which means those things which permit attainment of the final
goal. Thus, those things which permit attainment of the final end
of man are to be loved, but only in due measure.’

In the previous statement, Aquinas warned against self-kill-
ing and a lack of respect for life, but in this one he warns
against anxious concern for life and undue love for life-preserv-
ing measures. This statement imposes an obligation to have
due respect for life and to have a moderate love for those
things which sustain life. There is a duty to protect one’s life
by moderate means and he denounces an exaggerated fear of
death which can cause an undue clinging to life. Aquinas has
not defined what means of sustaining life are undue, and one
must wait for later writers to deal with this issue.

What precisely “due love of the things that sustain life ™
would be is not clear from this passage. It would seem that
Aquinas is objecting to demands for radically expensive treat-
ments that would not hold out much prospect of prolonging
life. If this is true, then it would be hard to see how he could
object to tube feeding for a medically stable patient given by
routine nursing procedures. This would not seem to be an un-
common or exotic means of preserving life.

8 Summa Theologica, Blackfriars Translation, Anthony Ross, O.P., and
P, G. Walsh. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1966), ILII, q. 126, a. 1.
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What he might mean by medical treatments that can permit
the attainment of the final end of many is not clear. He may
have been referring to those treatments which enable a person
to act rationally and interpersonally. However, that interpre-
tation is unlikely because it would imply that there was no
duty to give even palliative care to those who suffered emo-
tional or mental disabilities. What Aquinas probably meant
was that treatments which could sustain either biological life
itself or human life in all its dimensions had to be given be-
cause both of these permit attainment of the final end of man.
If he did not mean that, it would be hard to see how he could
have objected that refusal of feeding in some cases was self-
killing.

In relation to our contemporary controversy on assisted
feeding, his principle would affirm a duty to receive and pro-
vide readily available forms of assisted feeding when their
denial or refusal would be the fundamental cause of death of a
medically stable patient. It should be recalled that what is
“common ” is relative to a society, and in our society assisted
feeding administered by routine nursing measures is simply a
common mode of providing nutrition, and it should be pro-
vided when its withdrawal would cause death.

2. Francisco Vitoria

Francisco Vitoria requires patients to take ordinary meas-
ures to preserve life, and explicitly holds that a patient would
have at least to use foods commonly employed by persons to
conserve their life.® Vitoria affirms an obligation to receive
food and water when they can be readily provided by a given
society. Only the use of ordinary foods, and not exotic dishes,

¢ F. Vitoria, Relectiones Theologicae, {Lugduni, 1587), Relectio IX, de
Temp n. 1, (Trans. in Cronin, op. cif., pp. 48-49). Atkinson notes that the
obligation to take drugs is less grave than the obligation to take food because
food is per se ordered to the preservation of life. See his “Theological History
on the Catholic Teaching on Prolonging Life” in Morael Responsibility in
Prolonging Life Decisions, edited by Donald McCarthy and Albert Moraczew-
ski, O.P. (St. Louis: Pope John Center, 1981). p. 98.
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would be morally required, even if this would shorten the life
of the patient. In his own way, he affirms an obligation to give
and receive only what are customarily and commonly avail-
able forms of care and feeding in a society.

He claims that it is one thing to destroy life and another to
cease to protect or prolong it.” One must never do the former,
but he holds that it is not always necessary to do the latter.
This formulation, however, is too vague and general to be use-
ful, for failing to protect life in some instances is morally
equivalent to destroying it. For example, permitting another
to die by withholding protection from exposure is morally
equivalent to destroying that person’s life. Similarly, failing
to sustain another’s life by withholding life-sustaining food and
water that can be provided by routine and customary means
is morally equivalent to failing to protect.

Nowhere does Vitoria affirm that “ common > feeding could
be rejected, because this would be killing by omission. Un-
fortunately, he does not explain what constitutes “ common *
feeding. What makes feeding *“ common ” would seem to be
relative to one’s culture and technology, but Vitoria offers no
opinion on this. But he does teach that taking food is not ob-
ligatory if great effort is required, and he probably means
great effort on the part of the patient.® Taking food when
great effort would be demanded of the patient would require
a radical exercise of the virtue of fortitude, and Vitoria would
not impose such a demand as a matter of justice. The term
“common ” is purely formal, but it must be assumed to mean
what is routinely provided to a patient in a given condition;
this criterion is highly relative to the means available of pro-
viding food and water. And there is no hint in Vitoria’s thought
that “ ordinary ” medical customs could be violated.

He discusses the issue of food and water under the aspect of
the virtues, and affirms that failing to receive commonly avail-

7 See Atkinson, “Theological History of Catholic Teaching on Prolonging
Life,” p. 98.
8 Ibid.
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able life-sustaning food and water would be against the virtue
of fortitude, and failing to provide it would seem to be against
the virtue of justice.’ Like Aquinas, he imposes a stronger
duty to provide food than to provide medical treatments, for
he holds that the obligation to take drugs is less serious than
is the obligation to take food. In order for medical treatments
to be morally required in some circumstances, it would only
be necessary for there to be some hope of returning to normal
functioning or some form of recovery. But “common ” food
and water, or that by which regularly a man can live (satis
est, quod det operam, per quam homo regulariter potest
vivere) , have to be given even if recovery is not possible, but
if there is some hope of life.** And he makes no explicit dis-
tinctions between biological, psychological, and spiritual life,
and this implies that food and water must be given if there is
some hope of continuing biological or physical life. If there is
moral certitude that food and water could hold out “some
hope of life” being continued, then it would seem that he
would hold it obligatory to provide nutrition and hydration.
There is no obligation to use the most expensive and costly
treatments or foods to sustain life, but this should not be in-
terpreted to mean that a person could be morally required to
suffer destitution to pay for common feeding or ordinary medi-
cal care.’* For Vitoria it is not necessary to use every means
available to sustain life, but only to use those means which are

2 Ibid., p. 97. Vitoria discusses the taking of food under the aspect of
temperance, but it would seem that denial of life-sustaining food and drink
to an individual would not be against temperance as much as it would be
against justice, while the refusal of life-sustaining food and water would be
against the virtue of fortitude.

10 Tbid., pp. 98-9. The failure to preserve one’s life could be rejection of
those things “by which regularly a man can live”, This would seem to con-
sist in food and fluids taken orally or what modern authors call “ordinary”
surgeries and medical treatments. The modern criterion seems to be that of
requiring not just food and fluids but ordinary surgeries as well.

11 Jbid., p. 99. He affirms that expensive or exotic foods would not be re-
quired, and he does not hold that one would have to live in the most healthful
climates either. See his Commentaeria a la Secunda Secundae de Santo Thomas,
(Salamanca, ed. de Hereda, O.P., 1952) in II-II, q. 147, a (transl. as in
Cronmin, p. 59).
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of themselves intended for that purpose and which are con-
gruent with that end.** And if there is a “kind of impossibil-
ity ” in receiving food and water, Vitoria would not require
their provision or acceptance. Thus, if there was profound
revulsion to food, or a medical reason for rejecting it, he would
not morally require it. It is not clear what he means by this,
for food and water, hygiene and medicine all naturally aim at
preserving life. On this point, Vitoria is ambivalent, for while
he admits that food, water and medical treatments are natural-
ly ordered toward life, he affirms a more stringent obligation
to provide food and water than to provide medical treatments,
implying that they are different in nature.®

This ambivalence in Vitoria’s thought is important, for Fr.
Edward Bayer, a contemporary moral theologian, contends
that there is an obligation to provide food and water orally
or “ connaturally ”, but that this obligation ceases when a per-
son needs assisted feeding.'* For Bayer, the natural aspect of
oral feeding imposes the obligation, but it is by no means clear
that such a distinction was made by Vitoria.'® It is not clear
that Vitoria sees the mode of provision as being as crucial as
the commonness of the mode of feeding. What is clear about
Vitoria’s thought, however, is that he believes that the provi-
sion of commonly available, life-sustaining food and water is
ethically obligatory.

Relative to the contemporary debate on feeding medically
stable comatose patients, Vitoria’s teachings would imply that
food and fluids, provided as an aspect of basic patient main-
tenance, could not be withheld from comatose patients because
they are now an aspect of “ common ” feeding. He would not
require their provision 1if it was medically impossible to provide
it, or if the person was unable to receive it for clear medical
reasons. And he does not demand that radical or extreme ex-

12 Relectiones, Releeti X, de Homicidio, n. 35. (transl. as in Cronin, p. 50).

18 See Atkinson, “Theological History of Catholic Teaching on Prolonging
Life”, p. 99.

14 Jbid.

16 “Foregoing Life-Sustaining Food and Water: 1900 Years of Catholic
Thought”, Unpublished Manuscript, pp. 1-2.
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pense be experienced to provide it. But if receiving or provid-
ing food or water is “ common ™ in a given culture, he would
bold it to be morally required. He considered food and water
to be different in nature from medical treatments, and he
established different criteria for their provision and acceptance.
He admits that there are elective forms of feeding, but those
that are common modes of feeding are morally mandatory. By
asserting that there is a stronger obligation to take food than
there is to take medical treatments, he is affirming the principle
that if assisted feeding and fluids provided as an aspect of basic
patient maintenance could meet the nutritional and hydration-
al needs of the patient, they should be given.

8. Juan Cardinal de Lugo

In the century after Vitoria, there was a widespread support
among moral theologians for his teachings. Juan Cardinal de
Lugo is important because he supported Vitoria’s teachings,
but he was also important because he drew clearer distinctions
between morally permissible letting-die and immoral killing
based on the type of means being refused or withheld. He is
noteworthy for being exceptionally liberal among his contem-
poraries for his view of what constituted an extraordinary
means.’® Because of this, Atkinson notes that he was so liberal
in his views that he accepted virtually any reason whatsoever
for removing a medical treatment. For instance, he held that
drinking wine or abstaining from it could be an extraordinary
form of care in some cases.

With regard to the administration of extraordinary treat-
ments, De Lugo claims that a person caught in a burning build-
ing would not have to use water to extinguish part of the fire,
thus only delaying momentarily the time of death, because
partially extinguishing the fire would be a futile attempt to
preserve life.!” This example is strictly applicable to a patient

16 Atkinson, “Theological History of Catholic Teachings on Prolonging
Life”, pp. 101-2.
17 De Lugo, Juan. Disputationes Scholasticae et Morales, (ed. nova,
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who is truly dying and for whom assisted feeding would not
substantially sustain life. In such a case, the removal of food
and fluids would not be the underlying and fundamental cause
of death as would be the fire, and it would therefore be per-
missible to remove them.

But whether these sorts of patients would have to be fed
is not the issue today. The pertinent issue is whether the re-
moval of feeding should be morally permitted when its re-
moval would be the fundamental cause of death. He holds
that the only condition necessary for providing food and water
is that there be ““some hope of sustaining life”®* The term
“ some ” does not mean that it be absolutely certain that life
will be sustained, but only that there be some prospect of it
being continued by the provision of food and water. This re-
quirement that feeding be given when there is some hope of
life being preserved would seem to require its provision in that
case.

He is one of the few classical moralists to give high priority
to the judgment of a physician, and if a physician determines
that a treatment is necessary he would require the patient to
consent to the treatment.’ De Lugo was primarily concerned
with the morality of mutilations, and he held that they were
obligatory if they could cure and if they did not involve great
pain. If a mutilating therapy would be necessary for the
health or well-being of the patient, but the patient rejected it,
De Lugo would compel its acceptance.”® De Lugo states that
a patient:
must permit [a] cure when the doctors judge it necessary, and when
it can happen without intense pain; not, if it is accompanied by

Parisiis, Vives, 1868-69), Vol. VI, De Justitio et Jure, Disp. X, Sec. 1, n. 21
(transl. as in Cronin, p. 59).

18 Atkinson, “Theological History of Catholic Teachings on Prolonging
Life”, p. 102,

19 De Lugo, loc. cit.

20 7t is likely that De Lugo held this to prevent patients from committing
suicide by rejecting medically indicated, beneficial and nonburdensome treat-
ments from being provided.
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very bitter pain; because a man is not bound to employ extraor-
dinary and difficult means to conserve life.?

According to De Lugo, the failure to employ reasonably
available means of preserving life could be equivalent to tak-
ing one’s life, but he does mot identify the conditions under
which this might occur.*® This principle applies when the
means are not difficult to use and when death from the lethal
cause could be easily avoided. This would imply that assisted
feeding would be required if it was readily available and if its
provision could prevent death by starvation or dehydration.
Thus, De Lugo was deeply concerned about the morality of
removing food and water from patients, and he clearly believed
that some withdrawals were immoral.

4. Fr. Gerald Kelly, S.J.

A. The Usefulness of Assisted Feeding

Fr. Gerald Kelly is important in the history of contemporary
Catholic medical ethics because of his development of the doc-
trine of ordinary and extraordinary means. He developed his
views on the requirements to receive medical treatments, and
in his later writings he established a clearer normative position
on the duties to receive care and treatment. Kelly claims that
families and medical professionals should be brought into
treatment decisions because they have moral duties demand-
ing respect.” In holding this, he laid a foundation for the con-
temporary “covenantal ” theory of medical decisionmaking
espoused by Paul Ramsey.**

21J, De Lugo, Disputationes Schloasticae et Morales, Vol, VI, De Justitia
et Jure, Disp. X, Sec. 1, n. 21,

22 Atkinson, “Theological History of Catholic Teachings on Prolonging
Life”, p. 102.

28Ibid., p. 107. Kelly mentions this, it seems, to affirm that families and
health care providers have duties to provide care and that authorization of
withdrawal of care by either of these can constitute culpable killing.

24 See Paul Ramsey, The Patient as Person (Princeton: Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1979) and Basic Christian Ethics (Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press, 1950), pp. 367-388.
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In his advanced views Kelly provides us with the what has
come to be accepted as the “ classical ” definition of ordinary
and extraordinary means:

Ordinary means are all medicines, treatments and operations which
offer a reasonable hope of benefit and which can be obtained and
used without excessive expense, pain or other inconvenience.

Extraordinary means are all medicines, treatments and operations
which cannot be obtained and used without excessive expense,
pain or other inconvenience, or which if used, would not offer a
reasonable hope of benefit.?

After making this distinction, he proceeds to ask if there
could be a “ useless ordinary ” means of preserving life and if
such a means could be morally required. Initially, Kelly
argues that all ordinary means are obligatory, but this changes
in his later works in which he replies that no one can be re-
quired to employ a means that is useless. He therefore de-
clared some ordinary means to be elective because they were
“useless ”.2* He writes:

[N]o remedy is obligatory unless it offers a reasonable hope of
checking or curing the disease. I would not call this a common
opinion because many authors do not refer to it, but I know of no
one who opposes it, and it seems to have intrinsic merit as an ap-
plication of the axiom, nemo ad inutile tenetur [i.e., No one can
obliged to do what is useless]. Moreover, it squares with the rule
commonly applied to the analogous case of helping one’s neighbor:
one is not obliged to offer help unless there is a reasonable assur-
ance that it will be efficacious.?”

Kelly argues correctly that a treatment is useless if it does
not offer a reasonable hope of checking or curing a disease.
In light of this definition, it would seem that provision of food
and fluids by assisted means would be useful when it could
prevent the person from succumbing to starvation or dehydra-

25 G. Kelly, “The Duty to Preserve Life”, Theological Studies, XIL (1951),
p. 550.

26 G, Kelly, “The Duty of Using Artificial Means of Preserving Life”
Theological Studies, XI (1950), pp. 218-9.

27 Ibid., pp. 207-8.
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tion. For in that circumstance, it could “check” the “dis-
ease ” of starvation.

Oddly, Kelly argues that there would be no obligation to
provide fluids and feeding to a patient by assisted means if
the patient was unconscious and was expected to die within a
few weeks.® In this situation food and water should be pro-
vided because they could achieve their end of preventing death
from dehydration or starvation and thus would not be useless
because they could “ check the disease ”. Kelly does not hold
that life-sustaining measures would have to ““ check disease for
a certain period of time ”, but only that they have this power.
It is thus peculiar that Kelly considers assisted feeding useless
simply because its power is temporally limited.

Further application of his principle would imply that feed-
ing which could only sustain life for short period of time is
“ useless ” would also seem to allow spoon-feeding to be with-
drawn or withheld from a conscious terminally ill patient with
even more time to live, because spoon-feeding is more burden-
some to others than is tube feeding. It could permit withhold-
ing insulin from a diabetic who was expected to live for a
couple of weeks, even though its withdrawal would cause
death, and it might even permit withdrawal of hygienic care
or protection from exposure. Kelly’s understanding of utility
is correct, but it seems that he did not apply it properly in
practice, for he did not see that feeding could fend off death
for a limited period of time and was therefore useful. He is cor-
rect in saying that useless treatments need not be given, but
he fails to see that some forms of assisted feeding were not use-
less when they could prevent death from dehydration or star-
vation even for a limited period of time by their mere provi-
sion.

Kelly’s belief that there should be no obligation to continue
feeding a patient expected to die within two weeks if the pa-
tient is unconscious is quite remarkable. He asserts that a con-
scious patient should be permitted to decide whether or not to

28 Ibid., p. 220.
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receive feeding, but he holds there is no duty to give food and
water to one in a similar state but unconscious.?® This view
would radically limit the obligations of health care providers
to the unconscious terminal patient, and it implies the moral
permissibility of abandoning provision of all treatment for
them. It is also quite discriminatory because it implies that
capacity for psychological relating is the ground for the pos-
session of moral rights. Kelly would undoubtedly object to
recently enacted Baby Doe Regulations of the Child Abuse
Act which prohibited the removal of food and water from
comatose infants, despite the fact that strong approval was
given these regulations by the disabled community.®

Kelly’s argument in favor of removing feeding from uncon-
scious terminally ill patients is pertinent to the contemporary
issue of providing feeding for the medically stable comatose.
For, under some definitions of euthanasia, withdrawing food
and water from them would be mercy killing because the with-
drawal would be done for the purpose of causing death to pre-
vent a patient from experiencing severe pain.®* Kelly correct-
ly argued that the removal of some medical treatments in such
cases was permissible, but feeding should not be withdrawn,
since withdrawal of food and water would cause death as sure-
ly as would a lethal injection.

The withdrawal of food and water, provided as an aspect of
routine patient maintenance and of normal nursing care, is not

29 Ibid., p. 219,

20 Non discrimination on the Basis of Handicap; Procedures and Guidelines
Relating to Health Care for Handicapped Infants; Final Rule, 49 Fed. Reg.
1622, 1623 (January 1983). HHS reported that after a period of comment,
16,739 comments were received, 96.5% of which were favorable. See: “The
Emergence of Institutional Ethics Committees” by Ronald E. Cranford and
A. Edward Doudera, in their Institutionel Ethics Committees and Health
Care Decision Making (Ann Arbor: Health Administration Press, 1984), p. 5.

81 Webster’s Dictionary defines it as an “act or method of causing death
painlessly, 0 as to end suffering”. Webster’'s New World Dictionary (Second
College Edition, ed. David B. Guralnik. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall,
1870), p. 889.
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merely the “ occasion ” of the patient’s death, but is its cause.®
When one removes or refrains from throwing a life ring to a
man who would drown without it, the removal or withholding
is not the “occasion ” of the man’s death but is the cause.
Similarly, the removal or withholding of these readily provid-
able forms of feeding are the causes of the death of a patient
who would be medically stable with their provision. He allows
this withdrawal even though it would imply that death could
be physically caused by removing a routinely available means
of preserving life. Kelly ignores the issue of causation of death,
and he seems to feel that there would be nothing wrong with
causing death if death was expected in only a matter of days.

Kelly’s endorsement of withdrawing feeding from a coma-
tose patient who was expected to die shortly did not go un-
contested, however, for Fr. Joseph Donovan argued that IV
feeding was an ordinary medical treatment and that there was
no impossibility in feeding the comatose.*® He claimed that re-
moving feeding in the instance where Kelly permitted it was
morally equivalent to causing death, and he essentially charged
Kelly with permitting mercy killing by omission when death
was imminent.**

Kelly agreed that assisted feeding was an ordinary medical
treatment and he justified this position by making assertions
that many would question today. He claimed that this form
of feeding was an ordinary medical treatment in the specula-
tive order but that it was an extraordinary treatment in the
practical order because it was clinically useless.®*® By admitting
that assisted feeding was speculatively obligatory but practi-

32 The claim that withdrawal of life-sustaining nutrition and fluids that
are readily providable does not kill the patient, but is merely the occasion
on which the patient succumbs. See The Medical-Moral Newsletter, Vol. 24,
No. 4, April, 1987, p. 3.

33 Fr. Donovan’s article appeared in Homiletic and Pastoral Review, XLIX,
(August, 1949), p. 72.

3¢ Kelly, “The Duty of Using Artificial Means of Preserving Life”, p. 210.

35 Atkinson, “Theological History of Catholic Teachings on Prolonging
Life”, p. 109.
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cally elective, Kelly implicitly affirmed that there was some-
thing about assisted feeding that distinguished it from other
forms of therapeutic, palliative or remedial medical treatment.
But he was unable to see this difference precisely, and he did
not impose obligations correlative to this difference. Kelly
would have had no trouble teaching that a therapeutic proce-
dure such as an appendectomy for a dying person was useless
because the person would die from the other cause before he or
she died from the appendicitis, and he seemed to think that
assisted feeding could become extraordinary in exactly the
same sense. What he did not see was that withdrawal of feed-
ing creates a lethal condition, irrespective of the clinical pic-
ture of the patient.

The inconsistency of Kelly’s thought compromises his claims
about the optional character of assisted feeding for various
classes of patients. Kelly’s view that care and treatment can
be speculatively ordinary but practically elective is not tenable
today, and his authority in the issue can be rightfully chal-
lenged. His distinction between the speculative and practical
has never been widely accepted by medical ethicists, and it is
of uncertain utility. It is interesting that Kelly’s argument for
withdrawing food and fluids was never accepted into the main-
stream of Catholic ethical teaching, even though his conclusion
was. And conversely, Donovan’s arguments were logically
sound and implanted in the tradition, but they have been re-
jected in recent decades.

Kelly also did not face the issue of causality squarely, for the
withdrawal of feeding from such a person was not the mere
occasion of death but was in fact the cause of death. It seems
that Donovan was correct and that Kelly did in fact permit
those near death to be killed by dehydration and starvation.
Some contemporary right-to-die activists have charged that
the Catholic tradition has allowed mercy killing by omission
because of Kelly’s views, and there seems to be support for
this charge.®®

@ See Gerald LaRue, Euthanasie and Religion (Los Anglees: Hemlock
Press, 1981). Kelly himself feared that his views might be interpreted as
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Kelly was apparently unaware of a difference between ordi-
nary medical treatments and what some ethicists are now call-
ing normal care or minimal care.*” This category consists of
hygienic care, protection from exposure, psychological support,
feeding, and the maintenance of such devices as urinary
catheters. Some now believe that to withhold these forms of
care would be morally equivalent to killing by omission, but
Kelly mentions none of this and it is not evident that he had
a clear idea of what constituted killing by omission.

B. Assisted Feeding and the Common Good

More positively, Kelly is almost the only moralist in the
recent Catholic tradition to state explicitly that patients could
be required to use extraordinary and per se elective measures
if this was required by the common good or a higher value.®®
This is a superb insight, and it should be applied to protecting
society from the emergence of socially and legally endorsed
mercy killing. The common good can require a person to ac-
cept assisted feeding in order to prevent the social and legal
endorsement of euthanasia by omission which would pose a
clear threat to the handicapped, immature, unstable and medi-
cally vulnerable from mercy killing. Kelly holds that a civil
leader can be required to receive medical treatments, and that
a father of a family could be morally required to receive them
to protect his family.® If saving one’s life is necessary for the
welfare of one’s family or the security of a nation, one must
do s0.** A common good exists where there is a common goal,

being “Catholic euthanasia”. See “The Duty of Using Artificial Means of
Preserving Life”, p. 219.

37 See Smith, William, B. “Judeo-Christian Teaching on Euthanasia: Defini-
tions, Distinctions and Decisions”. The Linacre Quarterly, vol. 54, n. 1 (Feb-
ruary, 1987), p. 29. Also see Barry, Robert “The Ethics of Providing Life-
Sustaining Nutrition and Fluids to Incompetent Patients”, The Journal of
Pamily and Culture. Vol. I, No. 2 (Summer 1985) p. 27.

38 Relly, The Duty of Using Artificial Means of Preserving Life, p. 206;
p. 106.

38 Ibid., p. 216.

20 See Welty, Eberhard, Handbook of Christian Social Hthics (New York:
Herde & Herder, 1963), p. 312.
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and in the case of society, that goal is the well-being of all, and
not just the maximization of individual liberties or rights.
The good of the community is prior o private interest, and the
individual is duty bound to strive for the common good.

The common good can place demands on individuals, but
there are limits to what it can require. First, nowhere is an
individual released from the duty to do what is morally good,
and appeals to the common good cannot release from this ob-
ligation.** Second, the order of values must be preserved which
means that higher values must be protected at the expense of
lower ones.** Thus, morality can be promoted at the expense
of art or economic interest, for example. Third, in times of
great crisis, higher values can be set aside for the attainment
of lower ones.* For example, educational activities can be
suspended in time of war for the welfare of the entire com-
munity. Extraordinary measures can be commanded by the
common good, so that a person can be required to make per-
sonal sacrifices to save another’s life if that can be done with-
out putting one’s self or family in the same danger. Thus, one
can be required to forego certain material advantages to pro-
tect the lives of others.

Acting in behalf of the common good is required by justice,
and is commanded by the virtue of universal justice which
seeks to protect the well being of all by directing all actions
toward the common good.*®* The virtue of universal justice de-

41 St. Thomas says that “[Tlhe community has necessarily the same goal
as the individual” “The good of the individual is not a final end but is sub-
ordinated to the common good.” “Individual well-being cannot exist without
the welfare of the community . . . therefore it is judging correctly in the
light of the common good that man must recognize what is good for him.”
See Welty, op. cit, p. 94. This principle is in harmony with what some
moralists call “universal justice” for such demands to be made. Universal
justice is the most important of the natural virtues, according to Thomas.
Summe Theologica, I1-11 58, 6-7.

42 Welty, Handbook of Christian Social Ethics, p. 112.

43 Ibid., pp. 112-3.

44 Ibid., p. 113.

45 Ibid., pp. 312-3.
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termines what demands can be imposed on a community by
the common good. Virtues can be required by universal justice
so that courage could be required in war, just as temperance
could be commanded in times of famine.** That extraordinary
forms of care or treatment should be obligatory for the com-
mon good is in accord with the principles of universal justice
because it is an act of courage for the benefit of the entire com-
munity. They can be set aside in specific circumstances so
that the individual can pursue the common good.

Assisted feeding could be mandated for certain classes be-
cause allowing them to reject it or be denied it would place
entire classes of handicapped, despairing, terminal and chroni-
cally sick patients at risk. Because there is so much impreci-
sion in medical diagnosis and prognosis, feeding should be re-
quired for all where it is medically possible so that those who
should be justly given feeding are not denied it.

By way of summary, one must be careful about invoking
Kelly uncritically on the issue of assisted feeding, for there
were evident inadequacies in his thought. To his credit, he
admits that his principles were inherently imprecise, and he
argues that, if one is to err in ambiguous situations, it should
be on the side of life. He gave us many of the fundamental
concepts by which we understand medical ethics today, but
some of his analyses were not adequately consistent or insight-
ful. He apparently did not believe that it was possible to kill
terminally ill patients by denial of assisted feeding, and he gave
no evidence of medically stable but comatose patients or per-
sons with disabilities wishing to end their lives by starvation
or dehydration, and thus he is in some respects not the surest
of guides for today’s problems. Some of his contemporaries,
such as Fr. Donovan, saw this and were critical of his insights,
but Donovan’s thought has not been given the prominent place
that was given to Kelly’s in Catholic medical-ethical tradition.
This rebuts claims that the moral doctrines of the Church

46 Ibid., pp. 32-3.
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should not be conditioned by public policy considerations, for
Kelly explicitly asserts that the moral teachings of the Church
do take into consideration issue of public policy.

5. Daniel Cronin

Daniel Cronin teaches that ordinary means hold out a hope
of beneficial results, are commonly used, are proportionate to
one’s social position, and are not difficult to employ. Even
though he does not say when it would actually become so, he
agrees that feeding could become extraordinary if it was
useless.*” It could also be rejected if it was impossible to pro-
vide, required great effort to receive, caused great pain, was
radically expensive, or caused intense revulsion.*®* For Cronin,
the patient possesses the dominant right to decide what treat-
ments are ordinary or extraordinary, and if the patient is in-
competent the physician should provide only ordinary treat-
ments.** Cronin demands that the physician not only avoid
practicing euthanasia, but also avoid even giving the impres-
sion of practicing it.

Commenting on Vitoria’s views on feeding patients, Cronin
says the following:

Food is primarily intended by nature for the basic sustenance of
animal life. Food for man is basically and fundamentally neces-
sary from the very beginning of his temporal existence. It is
basically required by this human life and nature intends food for
this purpose. That is why man has the right to grow food and
kill animals. Furthermore, because it is a law of nature that man
sustain himself by food, it is a duty for man to nourish himself
by food. In the case of drugs and medicines, the same is not true.
Drugs and medicines are intended per se by nature to help man
conserve his life. However, this is not by way of exception. Drugs
and medicines are not the basic way by which man is to nourish
his life. They are intended by nature to aid man in the conserva-

47 Atkinson, “Theological History of Catholic Teaching on Prolonging
Life”, pp. 110-111.

48 Ibid.

49 Ibid., pp. 112-113.
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tion of his life when he is sick or in pain or unable to sustain
himself by natural means. These artificial means are not natural
means but they are intended by nature to help man protect,
sustain and conserve his life. If man were never to be sick, he
would never need medicines. If he is sick, however, it is quite

natural for him to make use of artificial means of conserving
life 50

It is hard to see how these conditions, would make asssited
feeding optional for the comatose patient because these pa-
tients apparently do not experience pain, and tube feeding is
apparently less burdensome for others than is spoon feeding.
Thus, it would seem permissible to conclude that Cronin would
not permit assisted feeding and fluids to be withdrawn from a
patient if so doing would be the fundamental cause of death.

6. Joseph Sullivan

Joseph Sullivan acknowledges that there is a difference be-
tween feeding and medical treatments.”* He argues that ordi-
nary means of preserving life are required of all patients, but
he does affirm that there are two kinds of ordinary treatments.
On the one hand, there are artificial ordinary treatments, such
as surgeries, X-rays, transfusions and IV feedings.® On the
other hand, he suggests that there are natural ordinary means
of preserving life such as feeding, protection from exposure,

50 Ibid., pp. 113-114.
51 Joseph V. Sullivan, Catholic Teaching on the Morality of Huthanasio
(Washington: Catholic University of America Press, 1949), p. 65.
52 Sullivan asserts:
As artificial means, we may understand such means as major and minor
operations, x-ray treatments, blood transfusions, intravenous feeding,
radium treatments, psychotherapy, oxygen tents, iron lungs, all germi-
cides and antiseptics and even the taking of prepared medicines. Ibid.,
p. 65.
One would wonder if Sullivan would allow withdrawal of antiseptics if it
was judged they were too burdensome or useless for the patient, This is
asked because many would consider such forms of care as antiseptics as
simply normal care, like intravenous feeding, and not artificial medical
treatments.
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exercise and regular diet.** He argues that a natural means
of prolonging life is per se ordinary and yet it could become
per accidens extraordinary.™

Sullivan argues that a cancer patient in extreme pain with
a toleration for painkillers could have food and water removed,
even if the patient could live a good while because of a strong
heart:

1. A cancer patient is in extreme pain and his systems has gradu-
ally established what physician call a “toleration” of any drug,
so that increased doses give only brief respite from the ever-
recurring pain. The attending physician knows that the disease
is incurable and that the person is slowly dying, but because of a
good heart, it is possible that the agony will continue for several
weeks. The physician then remembers that there is one thing that
he can do to end the suffering. He can cut off intravenous feeding
and the patient will surely die. He does this and before the next
day the patient is dead.

2. The case involves the principle that an ordinary means of pro-
longing life and an extraordinary means are relative to the pa-
tient’s physical condition. Intravenous feeding is an artificial
means of prolonging life and therefore one may be more liberal in
application of principle. Since this cancer patient is beyond all
hope of recovery and suffering extreme pain, intravenous feeding
should be considered an extraordinary means of prolonging life.
The physician was justified in stopping the intravenous feeding.’

These views can be challenged because it is clear that the
intention of withholding the food and water is to effect death
to end suffering. We should recall that euthanasia is “an act

53 Sullivan holds that the following are natural ordinary means of pre-
serving life:

Among the natural means of preserving life would be included such
means as proper clothing, housing, physical recreation, good food, regu-
larity at meals, ete. Ibid., p. 65.

5¢ He writes that:
A natural means of prolonging life is, per se, an ordinary means of
prolonging life, yet per accidens may be exviraordinary. . . . An arii-
ficial means of prolonging life may be an ordinary means or an extraor-
dinary means relative to the physical condition of the paiient. Ibid.,
p. 85.

55 Ibid., p. 73.
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or method of causing death painlessly so as to end suffering ”,
and the explicit purpose of removing feeding is not to remove a
treatment which itself causes great pain to the patient, but to
cause death so that suffering from the disease will cease.*® If
the means of delivering the feeding were the cause of the pa-
tient’s pain, it might be justified to withdraw it. It is not
clear how what he endorses is distinguished from mercy kill-
ing by omission.

It is interesting that Sullivan mentions nothing of Kelly’s
claim that even extraordinary means can be forced on a pa-
tient for the common good. And he does not discuss Vitoria’s
or de Lugo’s claim that feeding should be given when there is
“ some hope of life”. They saw not only a difference between
feeding and other forms of medical treatment, but they also
affirmed that different sorts of criteria governed their provi-
sion. Sullivan saw none of this, and simply affirmed that the
same criteria governed the provision of food and water in all
circumstances. He did not discuss the issue of causality with
respect to feeding, and he did not say why the failure to pro-
vide or receive naturally or artificially ordinary means was
immoral. Had he done this, he might have been more willing
to establish a stricter criterion for the provision of natural and
assisted feeding.

7. Charles McFadden

Charles McFadden believes that the temporary use of medi-
cal treatments, including food and water, is ordinary while
their long-term use would be extraordinary.’” This view is

56 How one can withdraw readily providable assisted feeding from a
medically stable patient without intending death is not clear. Death is as
certain as if it were caused by a lethal injection, and death is not a side
effect of an act eliminating suffering, but the means by which the suffering
was eliminated.

57 McFadden writes:

Routine medical practice today utilizes intravenous feeding in a count-
less variety of cases. Certainly the physician regards this procedure as
an ordinary means of conserving life. It is obviously able to be carried
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questionable because it would seem to imply that the long-
term use of insulin by a diabetic or spoon feeding of the senile
would also be an extraordinary treatment as well. The diffi-
culty is that it is no more burdensome to give assisted feeding
than to give spoon feeding, and declaring assisted feeding use-
less would strongly imply that the long-term use of more
burdensome forms of care or {reatment such as wheelchairs, or
even visual aids for the visually impaired, would be extra-
ordinary. McFadden was apparently seeking to be compas-
sionate to the terminal by articulating this principle, but in so
doing he created a principle that could place many medically
vulnerable persons in jeopardy.

Conclusion

In light of these findings, it does not seem possible to hold
that the Catholic medical ethical tradition would be subverted
by asserting that feeding be provided when it is an aspect of
basic patient manitenance. It cannot simply be said that with-
out qualification the “ tradition” permitted assisted feeding
and fluids to be removed. It does not appear true that the
Catholic tradition simply allowed feeding to be withdrawn
from patients, for the majority of these writers prohibited the

out, under normal hospital conditioms, without any notable inconven-
jence. For this reason, we must regard recourse to intravemous feeding,
in the case of typical hospitalized patients, as an ordinary and morally
ecompulsory procedure.
The above conclusion applies, as stated, to routine hospital cases where
the procedure is envisioned as a temporary means of carrying a patient
through a critcial period. Surely any effort to sustain life permanently
in this fashion would constitute a grave hardship and not be normally
eompulsory.
Charles J. McFadden, The Dignity of Life (Huntington, Ind.: Our Sunday
Visitor Press, 1976), p. 152. One must question this judgment. Intravenous
feeding is less burdensome than giving some Alzheimer’s patients spoon
feeding. Does that mean that feeding those patients permanently would also
be elective and not obligatory? Would the permanent use of colostomies also
be elective if they were required for long term use? Many individuals now live
with the aid of portable respirators. Are those too elective, despite the fact
that people can lead largely normal lives with them?
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withdrawal of feeding when it was an aspect of basic patient
maintenance.

This does not appear to be true for three reasons. First,
many in the tradition asserted principles that would not allow
removal of life-sustaining food and water from patients, and
many in the tradition who argued for its removal failed to pro-
vide adequate reasons for that judgment. Second, a number
of recent official teachings on this issue have affirmed obliga-
tions to feed. And third, there is an emerging consensus within
the Church that this sort of feeding is morally necessary. The
Catholic social justice tradition affirms duties of justice to give
food and drink to those in need.

Thus, Aquinas would not permit self-killing, and he required
that commonly available feeding be provided and accepted by
all persons. Vitoria demanded that feeding be given as long as
there was “ some hope of life ”. De Lugo, despite his laxity on
many issues, affirmed that feeding be given and received as
long as there was “some hope of life ”, and he held that the
refusal of reasonably available means to sustain life would be
morally equivalent to suicide.

Gerald Kelly demanded that extraordinary treatments be
given when required by the common good, and this would cer-
tainly include assisted feeding in some cases. When he did al-
low life-sustaining, readily available assisted feeding to be
withdrawn, he defended that judgment poorly by arguing that
feeding was speculatively ordinary but practically extraordi-
nary. Kelly’s critics were more consistent in their logic than
he was, but they were not given the place in the *“tradition ”
accorded to Kelly. Daniel Cronin admitted a difference be-
tween nutrition and fluids and medical treatments, but he did
not draw out the implications of this difference. As a result of
this he did not see that there should be different criteria gov-
erning the provision of food and water from the those govern-
ing the administration of medical treatments.

Joseph Sullivan admitted that there was a difference be-
tween feeding and other forms of ordinary care, but he per-
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mitted feeding to be removed from a cancer patient who was
in great pain but who would live a long while because of a
strong heart. But, because the intention of the action was to
end the life of a person in extreme suffering, his view is ques-
tionable inasmuch as it seems to be endorsing euthanasia by
omission. He elided natural feeding into the category of ordi-
nary medical treatment by requiring its provision according
to the same standards as those governing ordinary medical
care. Previous authors asserted stricter obligations to provide
ordinary feeding, but Sullivan would not accept this. He rec-
ognized that there was a difference between natural and
assisted feeding, but he did not see that a different type of
obligation should flow from that difference. And Charles Mec-
Fadden allowed permanent assisted feeding to be removed be-
cause it was a burden, but he did not say how this was a
burden to the comatose patent, the first individual to be con-
sidered in making these estimates.

Second, in the past decade, a number of important official
statements have been issued on the provision of food and
water to patients, and these have supported the view that
quality of life judgments are not to be allowed determine if
feeding is to be given. The Declaration on Euthanasia held
that it was legitimate to refrain from using remedies when
existence was precarious and painful, but it held that ordinary
means had to be provided.*® In The Matter of Nancy Ellen
Jobes, the New Jersey Catholic Conference filed an amicus
curiae brief arguing that this severely brain-damaged but
medically stable young woman be fed.”® The bishops argued
that removing feeding would be morally equivalent to inten-
tional killing and said the following:

. . . nutrition and hydration, being basic to human life, are aspects
of normal care, which are not excessively burdensome, that should

58 Declaration on Buthanasia of the Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine
of the Faith, May 5, 1980.

59 Brief, Amicus Curiae, and appendix, In the matter of Nancy Ellen Jobes,
on Behalf of the New Jersey Catholic Conference, #26, 041, p. 5.
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always be provided to a patient. Nutrition and hydration are di-
rected at sustaining life. Medical treatment is therapeutic; nutri-
tion and hydration are not, because they will not cure any disease.
For that fundamental reason we insist that nutrition and hydra-
tion must always be maintained. As the Pontifical Academy for
Sciences noted in this respect in its report on “The Artificial Pro-
longation of Life and Its Exact Determination of the Moment of
Death”: If the patient is in a permanent coma, irreversible as
far as it is possible to predict, treatment is not required, but care,
including feeding must be provided.®®

Immediately after the Judicial Council of the American
Medical Association issued its opinion that considered removal
of food and water from comatose patients who were not im-
minently dying, Archbishop Philip Hannan condemned the
Judicial Council’s opinion.®* And after an appellate court in
California ordered caregivers and a hospital to remove a feed-
ing tube which they gave Elizabeth Bouvia because they
thought she was trying to starve herself to death, Archbishop
Roger Mahony called the decision irrational.®* Most recently,
in the lead editorial in the Jesuit theological journal La Civita
Cattolica, which is often a mouthpiece for the Vatican’s think-
ing on issues, withholding “ordinary means” such as food,
blood transfusions and injections ” was rejected as immoral.®®

60 Ibid.

61In a letter on March 16, 1086, Archbishop Hannan wrote the following:
The Catholic Church has always held that families are not obligated to
use extraordinary means—such as artificial life support systems—to
sustain the life of a patient in a hopelessly irreversible coma. However,
food and water are ordinary means of sustaining life. Therefore, the
Catholic Church opposes the American Medical Association position
because it approves denying a person the normal nourishment that he
or she needs to sustain life.

62 “Mahony Critical of Logic in Bouvia Case”, San Fernando Valley Daily
News, April 24, 1986, p. 1. In addition, Cardinals Law and Bernardin also
criticized decisions to allow food and water to be removed from patients.
See “Law Take Side in Coma Case”, The Boston Herald, June 8, 1985, and
“Cardinal Warns of Euthanasia”, Chicage Catholic, April 16, 1986.

63 Lo Qivitd Cattolica, February 21, 1987. The editorial cited the report
of the Vatican Commission “Cor Unum” which stated:

There remains the strict obligation to apply under all eircumstances
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These statements clearly show that a consensus is emerging
in the official teachings of the Church on the moral obligation
to provide assisted feeding when it is an aspect of basic pa-
tient maintenance. It is clear that through these official state-
ments the magisterium is correcting deficiencies in the moral
theological tradition of recent years and is teaching that with-
holding life-sustaining feeding is killing by omission.

Third, giving food and drink to those in need is in clear har-
mony with classical Catholic social justice principles. There is
an emerging consensus that those who have the financial means
and technological capability to feed the needy must put their
means to that use. This perceived moral obligation motivated
recent efforts by Western nations to feed the starving in Africa
through Live Aid, and major economic, scientific and agricul-
tural efforts to promote the development of argiculture in the
third world. This obligation has been repeatedly affirmed in
recent Papal Encyclicals which have called on the rich nations
to care for those nations which cannot feed themselves, and it
is imposed on the rich nations as a matter of justice. The
Encyclical Populorum Progressio expressed concern for the
growing problem of hunger in the world and it saw despond-
ency as a consequence of this hunger.®

This issue of providing feeding to patients is part and parcel
of this problem. Lack of food was viewed as posing hazards
greater than were immediately apparent, and it considered
lack of food and water an ancient scourge. The Holy Father
simply asserted “No more hunger, hunger never again!”®

those therapeutic measures which are called ‘minimal’: that is, those
which are normally and customarily used for the maintenance of life
{food, blood transfusions, injections, etc.).
The editorial also criticized efforts to withhold “ordinary means” of treatment
such as food, blood transfusions or injections. See “Euthanasia Spreading,
Jesuit Journal Warns” The Boston Pilot, March 6, 1987.
8¢ Populorum Progressio, Para. 45. See Joseph Gremillion, The Gospel of
Peace and Justice (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis Books, 1979), p. 401.
85 “Address of His Holiness Pope Paul VI to the Participants of the World
Food Conference,” Rome (Nov. 9, 1974), para. 2. In Gremillion, op cit., pp.
599-606.
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He did not just say this about the hunger of the poor, but
about hunger in general. The Holy Father said that the lack
of prudent economic planning was one reason why some suf-
fered hunger.®® This point should be taken seriously with re-
spect to assisted feeding, for many have sought to justify its
removal precisely for economic reasons. The Holy Father as-
serted that the right to satisfy one’s hunger must finally be
recognized for everyone, according to the specific requirements
of his age and activity, and he called for vigilance and courage
to feed the hungry.*

The obligation to feed the hungry seems to be based on the
Gospel story of the Good Samaritan. The failure to give food
and drink to the nameless victim is denounced as not just a
failure of charity, but a loathsome failure of justice. The
Samaritan does not stop to investigate the medical condition
of the victim of brigands, but simply gives food and drink.
Those who fail to do this are not depicted as merely being
lacking in charity, but as being hateful and maliciously selfish
and egocentric. The Good Samaritan is really a “ minimally
decent ” Samaritan who simply does what common decency
demand. He does not ask if the man will survive a long period
of time, fully recover his capability for human action, or be
able to act for human spiritual and affective ends. He does not
ask if his actions will increase his sufferings, and he certainly
does not “put the man out of his misery” by giving him a
“ quick and painless death !

This general obligation to give food and drink does not cease
when nursing techniques are needed to provide them, for it is
probably easier to give IV or NG feeding to a hospital pa-
tient in the United States than it is a starving person in the
African or South American countryside, for instance. Thus, a
social policy of permitting food and water to be withheld from
those who can live if these are provided could undermine this
developing moral consensus that food must be given to all
people by those with the capability.

6 Ibid., para. 2, 3, pp. 602-606.
67 Ibid.
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Food and water, irrespective of their mode of provision, are
basic resources of the body and are not therapeutic measures.
They are used by every cell, organ and system in the body to
sustain its natural functions, and their natural finality or teleo-
logical orientation is not therapeutic. Unlike medical treat-
ments, all people require them whether they are well or ill. To
remove them when their mere provision is by routine tech-
niques of patient maintenance is to kill the patient by omission
through their denial. Removing them does not allow an under-
lying pathological condition to be set free, but sets the process
of dying immediately into motion.

In affirming that life-sustaining assisted feeding provided by
routine nursing measures is an aspect of normal care and basic
patient maintenance, classical doctrines that were obscure and
not fully understood are made clearer. It is now clearer to
many in the Church that withholding or removing these con-
stitutes killing by omission. The Church is not getting on to
a slippery slope by affirming this, but is making more articu-
late and clear an insight that has been present, though vague
and ambiguous, for generations.
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Introduction

HE PURPOSE of the present essay is to provide an
analysis of the dialectically related notions of “imme-
diacy ” and “ mediation” in Question 1, Article 5 of

Aquinas® Commentary on the Sentences. ““ Immediacy ” here
refers to the non-mediated “light of inspiration” which
Aquinas proposes as a principle for theology; while “media-
tion ” refers to the problem of interpretation via sensible signs
in an historical community. It is proposed that there are
dialectical tensions unresolved by Aquinas, and usually over-
locked by commentators and interpreters.’

1The most extensive analysis published to date of the theological meth-
odology of Aquinas in this Commentary is by M. Corbin, Le chemin de lo
théologie chez Thomas d’Aquin (Paris: Beauchesne, 1974). For his analysis
of the text in question see pp. 273-280. The present essay seeks precisely to
be even more ‘“hegelian” and more “barthian” than Corbin, and to provide
some documentation for the validity of such an interpretation of Aquinas. For
a further methodological discussion, see my “Participated Trinitarian Rela-
tions: Dialectics of Method, Understanding, and Mystery in the Theology of
Thomas Aquinas” (Leuven: S.T.D. dissertation, the Faculty of Theology,
1987). For basic points in the literature see P. Mandonnpet, “Chronologie
sommaire de la vie et des écrits de saint Thomas,” Revue des sciences philoso-
phiques et théologiques 9 (1920), 142-152; G. Rossi, “I’autografo di S.
Tommaso del Commento al III libro delle Sentenze,” Divus Thomas Commen-
tarium de philosophia et theologia 35 (1932), 532-585; A. Hayen, “S. Thomas
a-t-il édité deux fois son Commentaire sure le livre des Sentences,” Recherches
de théologie ancienne et médidvale 9 (1937), 219-236. See also the review of
this by A. Dondaine, in Bulletin thomiste 6 (1940), 100-108. P, Vanier,
“Théologie trinitaire chez S. Thomas d’Aquin. Evolution du concept d’action
notionelle,” Publications de UInstitut d’études médiévales 13 (1953), p. 124.
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The * Prologue ” to the Commentary

The “Prologue ” of Aquinas’ Commentary consists of two
parts, as did that of Albert the Great, and as was the custom
of the time. The first part takes its point of departure from a
biblical text, which is then interpreted in accord with the na-
ture of theology and the project of commentary on the four
books of the Sentences. The theme of Aquinas’ biblical medi-
tation is not scientia but sapientia. The second part of
Aquinas’ “ Prologue ” consists, as did Albert’s, of a question on
the status and method of theology. This Question 1 is of par-
ticular importance in that it clearly states that sacred doctrine
is not principally to be considered scientia.

After the biblical reflection-mediation, Aquinas presents an
introductory question on the status and method of sacra doc-
tring in a more “scholastic” manner, specifying five articles
that will be addressed: 1) its necessity; 2) supposing that it
exists, whether it is one or many; 3) if it is one, whether it is
practical or speculative, and if it is speculative, whether it is
wisdom, science, or understanding; 4) its subject; 5) its mode.?

For a critique of this position see the review of Vanier by J. Hamer in
Bulletin thomiste 9 (1954-1956), 596-601. See also E. Gilson, The Christian
Philosophy of 8t. Thomas Aquinas (New York, 1956) ; M. D. Chenu, Toward
Understanding St. Thomas (Chicago: Henry Regnery Company, 1964); J.
‘Weisheipl, “The Meaning of ‘Sacra Doctrina’,” The Thomist 38 (1974), 64-67;
B. Mondin, St. Thomas Aquinas’ Philosophy in the Commentary to the Sen-
tences (The Mague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1975). Good arguments on the dating
and circumstances of the work are to be found in J. Weishepil, Frior Thomas
@’Aquino: His Life, Thought, and Work (Garden City: Doubleday, 1974).
2Aquinas, Scriptum Super Libros Sententiarum, vol. 1, ed. Mandonnet
(Paris: Lethielleux, 1929), q. 1 (p. 6). [It should be noted that there is as
yet no critical edition of this work. All references here will be to this edi-
tion, which at least provides a basic text, which is fundamentally a reprint
of the Vives edition, and thus differs at times from the Parma edition. The
Vivés edition, prepared at the end of the 19th century by Abbé Fretté, con-
sulted some MSS in the Parisian libraries, but according to eurrent scholar-
ship these MSS reflected a revised text in the MSS tradition. Current
scholarship holds that Bruxelles 873-885 (Bx3) and Madrid 516 (Md) reflect
the primitive MSS tradition. For the decisive analysis, see B. Booth, “The
Three Pecia Systems of St. Thomas Aquinas’s Commentary ‘In I Sententiar-
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In this Commentary Aquinas already proposes three types
of questions concerning sacra doctrina: an sit (Article 1) ; quid
sit (Articles 2, 8, 4); and de modo (Article 5). Yet there are
some logical problems with this early schema.® The question
as to whether sacra doctrina is one or many is proposed before
a “ what,” a genus, such as “ science,” is established. Similarly,
the question as to whether it is speculative or practical pre-
supposes the untreated question as to what sort of thing it is.
Aquinas will revise this early logical structure in his later
Question 1 of the Summa Theologiae.

Article 5: The Mode of Theology

In his later Summa theologiae Aquinas will separate the con-
cerns of this Article 5 into distinet articles on the senses and
images of Sacred Scripture and the “ argumentative status”
(reasonableness) of sacred doctrine. But here these topic areas
are combined in one Article. This Article does indeed appear
to be either a very rough initial attempt that lacks Aquinas’
customary logical organization and clarity, or the existing edi-
tions simply have included what were only partial and un-
finished revisions. This final Article 5 of the “ Prologue ” is of
particular interest because of the multiple dialectical relation-
ships it has with the previous four articles.

The four objections in Article 5 question whether divine sci-
ence: 1) is artificialis, 2) has one mode, 8) uses poetics and
metaphor, and 4) is argumentativus (reasonable). The com-
plex corpus of the Article addresses the necessity of sensible

um,” (late 1987) in La production du livre universitaire auw moyen édge. Bxem-
plar et pecia. The critical edition by the Leonine Commission is still several
years from completion. However, for all quotations of the Latin text in the
present article, the Leonine Commission Editor for Book I of the Commentary,
Prof. Louis Bataillon, has graciously checked the MSS collation sheet which
has thusfar been completed, and it has been found that there are only three
variations in the Mandonnet text from current MSS evidence, as far as the
presently cited texts are concerned. These variations will be noted. There is
no published English translation of this Commentary.]

8 See discussion in J. Weisheipl, “The Meaning of ‘Sacra Doctrina’,” The
Thomist 38 (1974), 64-67.
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images, the narration of signs, the senses of Sacred Scripture,
the ends of theology, and the “ argumentative ” (reasonable)
status of sacred doctrine. One may expect that in a brief dis-
cussion of these complex themes, Aquinas will not be able to
do them justice, and he may have felt “ pressured ” to attempt
to do too much in his final methodological Article in the
“ Prologue.”

There are two terms in this Article that present particular
and important problems for interpretation: argumentativus
and artificialis.

In the response of this Article, Aquinas will state that the
mode of sacred science is ““ argumentativus.” The same term is
later used in Question 1, Article 8 of the Summa Theologiae.
In both works the shades of meaning and intended meaning of
Aquinas have long presented problems of interpretation for
translators and commentators, and more strict Aristotelian
“ scientists ¥ were often quick to miss the more subtle and
complex significations. It is the case that * argumentatious ™
does, at times for Aquinas, mean “ proving the truth of some-
thing by a syllogism,” demonstrating, “possible of being
proven by a syllogism,” or argumentative.* A * probatio argu-
mentativa” is an apodictic demonstration. But an “ argu-
mentatio” has more subtle shades of meaning simply as “a
procedure of testimony,” or “ the presentation of evidence,”®
or simply “ a process of reasoning or being reasonable.” ¢ This
is a point of great importance for an accurate understanding
of the status and method of theology for Aquinas. When
Aquinas describes sacred science as “ argumentative ” the use
of the term is analogical and is itself ex convenientia. In the
response to the fourth objection in the present Article, Aquinas

¢ See R. Deferrari and M. Barry, 4 Lericon of St. Thomas Aquinas (Wash-
ington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1948), vol. 1, p. 82.

5 Ibid.

6Tt is the judgment of the present author that the best translation here is
simply “reasonable,” “being engaged in a process which involves reasoning.”
While acknowledging that, for Aquinas, sacred doctrine is “beyond™ the range
of reason, Aquinas also proposes that is has “reasonable” aspects.
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himself will state, “ argumenta tolluntur ad probationem arti-
culorum fidei.” Since these “ first principles ” of theology differ
in status and mode of being known from the first principles of
philosophical sciences, it is simply erroneous to think that
Aquinas predicates ““ argumentative ” of rational sciences and
sacred science in the same manner, or that sacred science can
literally be “ argumentative ” in the strict sense of the term.
The term “ artificialis ” used in the initial objection has also
long presented complications for translators and commen-
tators. However, the term is present in all known manuscripts,
and thus Aquinas obviously intended something by this term.
The problem is that the use of this term in this text is unique
in the entire corpus of Aquinas. It is also complicated by some
strange historical events. It seems that the expression “ arti-
ficialis ” for a mode of theclogy came from a mistake in John
Scotus Eriugena’s Latin translation of the Celestial Hierarchy
II, 2 of Ps. Dionysius.” Ps. Dionysius actually uses the term
atechnos® when speaking of theologia. In the mystical nega-
tivity of Ps. Dionysius, he would stress the blinding brilliance
of divine revelation, as overpowering finite intellect, and there
could be no question of an artistic construction in theology.
By the term atechnos, Ps. Dionysius clearly meant “ artlessly,”
“in an unsophisticated manner,” “without craft or skill.”
However, John Scotus Eriugena translated this term as arti-
ficialiter. And thus one has a very clear instance where the
meaning of Ps. Dionysius was recounstructed precisely into its
opposite, with resulting contortions in theological aerobics in
attempting to explain how it could be that theology has a
mode which is artificialis. In addition to being influenced by
this translation of Ps. Dionysius, Aquinas was also likely in-
fluenced by a 18th century Franciscan theologian, Eudes
Rigaud (Odo Rigaldi), whose Quaestio de scientia theologiae,
pars II had as its Question 1: “ Utrum modus procedendr in

7 See R. Roques, Libres sentiers vers Vérigenism (Rome: Ed. dell’Ateneo,
1975), Chapter 2, esp. pp. 46-50.
8 Oelestial Hierarchy 11, 2. PL 122, 1040A.
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theologia sit artificialis wvel mon.”® The approach of Odo
Rigaldi was to distinguish two modes by which something
could be artificialis. One according to human reason, and the
other according to divine wisdom, especially as pertaining to
salvation. The first mode is found in all sciences, but the sec-
ond is found in theology, as it is concerned with salvation,
piety, and human affect. Thus, for Odo Rigaldi, it was ap-
propriate that theology be artificialis.

Now, regardless of the mistranslation of Ps. Dionysius, all
the MSS evidence indicates that Aquinas did use the term
“artificialis ” in his own Article 5. And the question then be-
comes not what Ps. Dionysius meant by atechnos, but what
Aquinas meant.

In the initial statement of Aquinas’ Article, the question
posed with regard to the mode of the science of theology is
that it seems to be “ artificialisstmus.” This is not accurately
understood as meaning “ most artificial.” ** Here the context
of the term is “modus artificialis” which refers to the way or
manner of a scientific mode. This is made clear in the response
to this first objection in Article 5: “ modus artificialis dicitur
qui competit materiae; unde modus qui est artificialis in
geometria, non est artificialis in ethica; et secundum hoc modus
hujus scientiae maxime artificialis est, quia mazxime conveniens
materige.” In the context of “ modus artificialis,” it is best to
understand “ artificialis ” as meaning a skillful ordering, as in
scientific argument, in the sense of the term * artificiose” (in
an orderly manner), or “ artificiosus” (skillfull, accomplished
in art), or “ artificium > (skill, knowledge, ingenuity). And at
the same time the term does mean a skillful ordering of artistic

¢ For the text see L. Sileo, Teoric della scienze teologica: Quaestio de
scientia theologiae di Odo Rigaldi e altri testi inediti (1230-1250). 2 vols.
Facultas Theologica—Sectio Dogmatica, Thesis ad doctorarum n. 277 (Rome:
Pontificium Athenaeum Antonianum, 1984). The text for this Question is
found in vol. 2, pp. 54-59.

10 “Artificialis, ¢’ does mean “artistic” or “artificial” at times for Aquinas,
See R. Deferrari and M .Barry, 4. Lewicon of St. Thomas Aquinas, vol. 1,
p- 88.
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Images or similitudes, and it is here related to the term “ arti-
fex” (master of an art, artist, craftsman) **

In Article 5 the first objection is also complicated by variant
texts between the Parma and the Mandonnet editions:

Ad quintum sic proceditur. 1) [Parma ed. “Videtur quod modus
procedendi non sit artificialis.”] Nobilissimae scientiae debet esse
nobilissimus modus. Sed quanto modus est magis artificalis, tanto
nobilior est? Ergo, cum haec scientia sit nobilissima, modus ejus
debet esse artificialissimus*®

Now, in context, the initial statement of the Parma edition
actually makes more sense. But the fact is that the MSS
evidence at present favors the Mandonnet version. The Parma
variant is found also in the 16th Piana edition, but nowhere
else.* QObviously, one cannot combine the Parma and Man-
donnet editions here, for to do so would make no logical sense,
especially in light of the response to this objection, as will be
seen. It does not make sense to combine these editions so that
the objection would read: “ It seems that the mode of proceed-
ing [for this science] is not artificialis. . . . Therefore, since
this science is the most noble, its mode should be artificialissi-

11 Because of the interplays of these meanings impossible to concisely
render into English, in the translations which follow the term will simply
be presented in Latin.

12 Here the Mandonnet edition does read “‘anto mnobilior est,” but L.
Bataillon has informed the present author (Letter, June 25, 1987) that the
majority of the MSS actually have “quanto modus es magis artificialis,
nobilior est,” without “tento” and this elimination does make for a smoother
reading,.

13Q. 1, a. 5, ob 1 (p. 16). [Parma ed. “It seems that the mode of proce-
dure for this science is mot ‘artificialis.’ ] For the most noble science should
be of the most noble mode. But insofar as a mode is more ‘artificialis’ it is
also more noble. Therefore, since this science is the most noble, its mode
should be ‘artificialis’ to the greatest extent.

14 For L. Bataillon, the Parma variant “seems to be an unhappy tenta-
tive to unify the presentation of the articles by inserting this ‘Videtur quod
modus procedendi non sit ertificialis’ So the text is surely the Mandonnet
one and there is no correction to be made to it” (Letter, June 25, 1987).
But the question remains as to why, in these printed editions, the need was
sensed to insert the phrase.
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mus.” The point here is that if one combines the Parma and
Mandonnet editions, one has statements that the mode “is
not artificialis,” and that it “should be artificialissimus.”
Now, since the Parma addition is not reflected in the MSS evi-
dence it can be eliminated. But then what one has is an
objection stating the thesis which is argued in the corpus of
the Article, and which is also basically argued in the particular
response to the first objection. This would not be the normal,
logical procedure for Aquinas. Normally, the thrust of the ob-
jection is reversed in the corpus and in the response to the ob-
jection. In order to get some sense of what the logical struc-
ture of the first objection at least should be, it is helpful to look
at the response to the first objection:

Ad primum ergo dicendum, quod modus aritificialis dictur qui
competit materiae; unde modus qui est artificialis in geometria,
non est artificialis in ethica: et secundum hoc modus hujus scien-
tiae maxime artificialis est, quic mazime conveniens materiae

Thus, if the response to the objection is holding that sacred
doctrine is maximally artificialis, then the logical objection
must be that sacred doctrine is not “ artificialis.”” In this re-
gard, at least the Parma edition begins in a logically correct
manner. But both the Parma and Madonnet editions then also
state in the First Objection, “Ergo, cum haec scientia sit
nobilissima, modus ejus debet esse artificialissimus.”

The hypothesis of the present author is that the first objec-
tion should actually read,

Ad quintum sic proceditur. 1) Nobilissimae scientiae debet esse
nobilisstmus modus® Sed quanto modus est magis artificialis,

15Q. 1, a. 5, ad 1 (p. 18). To the first objection it is to be said that the
mode ‘artificialis’ is said to pertain [to sciences] according to their subject
matter, hence the mode which is ‘artificialis’ in geometry is not ‘ertificialis’
in ethics, and aceording to this the mode of this science [sacred doctrine] is
maximally ‘artificialis,” because this mode is maximally in harmony with
[“conveniens”, fitting] its subject matter.

16 Again, from the MSS evidence, the later Parma ed. addition of “Videtur
quod modus procedendi non sit grtificialis” should not be in the text.
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non ¥* nobilior est. Ergo, cum haec scientia sit nobilissima, modus
ejus non '8 debet esse artificialissimus

What is clearly the case is that in Aquinas’ response he
argues that sacred doctrine is “ artificialis,” and whether or
not one accepts the above hypothesis for how the first objec-
tion should read, the question remains as to how one can un-
derstand Aquinas’ rmaeaning in the response of the Article.

The following interpretation may be suggested. Sacred doc-
trine is maximally “artificialis ” because its ultimate “ subject
matter ” is impossible to conceptualize or adequately represent
in any finite medium. What is implied here in Aquinas is the
importance of the constructive imagination of the theologian,
in attempting to find at least moderately satisfactory simili-
tudes. The tension in such a view of the theological process is
that it is not completely clear how what the theologian treats
is the inexpressable reality “behind ” the similitudes, rather
than the similitudes themselves, as products of the construc-
tive imagination. It is because of the inexpressability of the
ultimate “subject matter” of sacred doctrine that it is ex
convemientia for the “treated ” subject matter to be “ arti-
fictalisstimus.” But it 1s, of course, the manner of this transi-
tion from that which cannot be conceived to that which is
“ artificialissmas ” which is particularly difficult, or impossible,
to explicate. Aquinas gives some indications of the problems
in his response:

Responsio. Dicendum,?® quod modus cujusque scientiae debet in-

17 The hypothesis of the present author is thus that what came to be trans-
seribed as “tanto” in many MSS should have been “non.”

18 Here again, the hypothesis is that this “non” was somehow eliminated
in the MSS traditions, but there is not one known MSS where either this
“non” or another word is present.

19 [A. 5, ob 1.] The most noble science should be of the most noble mode.
But insofar as a mode is more ertificialis, it is not more noble. Therefore,
since this science is the most noble, its mode should not be artificialis to the
greatest extent [emphasis added].

20 The Mandonnet edition does have “Respondeo dicendum,” but all the
MSS read “Responsio. Dicendum . . .” And this is more in keeping with other
critical editions, and the forthcoming Leonine Edition of this Commentary
will certainly have the latter reading.
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quirt secundum. considerationem materiae . . . Principia autem
hujus scientiae sunt per revelationem accepta; et ideo modus
accipiendi ipsa principia debet esse revelativus ex parte infun-
dentis, ut in visionibus [Parma ed. “revelationibus”] prophetarum,
et orativus ex parte recipientis, ut patet in Psalmis.®

What Aquinas was trying to express in this text is not fully
clear. It seems that he is trying to indicate that the orientation
of one concerned with divine truth should be an orientation
which searches for, intends, and is open to that which is be-
yond the merely “natural” realm of the created order. He
seems to be dealing with the idea that the mode of reception
of divine principles is itself a divine mode. It is not only the
principles themselves which have a divine status. It is also
notable that his example here of such a mode of reception is
not that of a calm, Aristotelian science, but the “ visions of
the prophets.” There is clearly something in Aquinas’ inten-
tion here that is far removed from merely professional, aca-
demic theology.

It should be recalled that Aquinas’ point of focus in this final
Article 5 is the “ mode ” of theology, and that the mode of any
inquiry has to be in accord with its subject matter, which was
the topic of Article 4. The problematic in Aquinas’ view of
the subject matter of theology is that it has been said to be
“ens divinum cognoscibile per inspirationem.” ** The dialectic
here is that ens divinum is not directly knowable by finite
consciousness and yet, for many reasons, Aquinas wants to in-

21Q, 1, a 5, resp. (p. 17). The mode of any sort of science should be in-
vestigated according to a comsideration of its subject matter . . . The prin-
ciples of this sciemce are, however, accepted by means of divine revelation,
and for the same reason the mode of accepting these prineiples themselves
should be as revealed by God, from whom revelation flows, as in the visions
of the prophets, and the mode of receiving these principles should be in an
attitude of prayer, as is clear in the Psalms.
[Here the MSS evidence favors the Mandonnet reading of “visionibus” rather
than the Parma reading of “revelationibus,” but the Parma reading may be
taken as an indication of the difficulty of understanding the present text,
with a possible meaning of the revelation given to the prophets being received
prayerfully.]

22 Q. 1, a. 4, resp. (p. 16).
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sist on some knowability of God for finite consciousness. In
the present response, Aquinas appeals to divine action, even
using the dramatic example of the visions of the prophets to
express what it is like to receive the principles of this sacred
science. The difficulty, of course, is how this divine light of
inspiration, which ultimately is a revelation of the first truth,
so high above human reason that it cannot be conceptualized
or adequately represented, is yet communicated, partially, in
the finite. There can be no complete, demonstrative apolo-
getics for this, yet Aquinas attempts to trace a path.

For Aquinas, the divine light of inspiration gives a habit of
faith to the believer, and it is this habit of faith, as a participa-
tion in God’s own Self-Understanding, that enables a meta-
physical, participatory link between the believer and the First
Truth, and also enables the believer to interpret the articles
of faith and the preaching of the Church in order to reach
through the sensible expressions to the First Truth.”® What is
sensed “through” language is something beyond language.
Aquinas attempts to trace a link between the “ original revela-
tion ” of the divine light itself and the expression of revelation
in the finite symbols of Sacred Scripture:

modus istius scientiae sit narrativus signorum, quae ad confirma-
tionem fidei faciunt: et quia etiam ista principia non sunt pro-
portionata humanae rationt secundum statum viae, quae er sensi-
bilibus consuevit accipere, ideo oportet ut eorum cognitionem per
sensibilium similitudines manuducatur: unde oportet modum istius
scientiae esse metaphoricum, siwe symbolicum, vel parabolicum.?*

There are two problems in phrasing for interpretation and
translation here. Aquinas initially states simply *modus

23 Cf. a. 5, resp. (p. 17).

2¢Q, 1, a. 5, resp. {pp. 17-18). The mode of this science is the narration
of signs, which are given for the confirmation of faith, and because the
principles of the fajth are not proportionate to human reason in its state
in this life, since human reason is accustomed to sensible things, it follows
that our knowledge of these principles of faith will be led by sensible simili-
tules, and hence it follows that the mode of this science iz metaphorical, or
symbolical, or parabolical.



42 DOUGLAS C. HALL

istius scientiae,” and the final phrase is also simply “ modum
istius scientiae.” Both of these could be understood as either
“ the mode of this science,” or “ ¢ mode of this science.” The
distinction is imporant, even as what may be the intentional
ambiguity on the part of Aquinas here is important. But if
Aquinas meant the phrase to mean “ ¢ mode,” or “ one mode,”
it would be his custom to indicate this with “wunus, a, um,”
which is not done here. This would indicate that he means
“the mode.” For the present interpreter-translator, either
“a” or “the” is actually a correct interpretation of the text,
as long as one understands these in a proper context. In the
present section of the Article, Aquinas is talking about the
“ spiritual senses” of Sacred Scripture, and the mode of the-
ology is here by means of metaphor, symbol, and parable. But
in Aquinas’ view there is another mode of theology, which is
according to the “literal sense,” and it is only in this mode
that theology can be “ argumentative.” It is the case that “a
mode ” of this science is through the sensible order by means
of metaphor, symbol, and parable, and that the access to “ con-
tent ” for theology is at least principally in this manner. It is
also the case that ““ a mode > for the reception of the principles
of this science is the divine light of inspiration. But such
“light ” has no content.® Thus, “the mode” for receiving
“content ” is via the sensible order. And this sensible order
can be according to the “literal sense” or the * spiritual
senses,” but the latter cannot provide a basis for “ argumen-
tative ” theology. Of course, in twentieth century terms, there
is far more of the “ symbolic order ” in the Sacred Scriptures
than could possibly have been recognized by Aquinas in the
thirteenth century.

But aside from this problem of the possibility of a “literal
sense,” a major tension must be noted here. Previously in this
very Question 1, Aguinas has insisted on the ““ immediate ” na-

25 For further discussion see our “Participated Trinitarian Relations,”
especially on the tramsformation of Dionysian mysticism by Albert the Great
and Aquinas.
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ture of divine inspiration, which, as “immediate ” would seem
to circumvent the sensible order, with a direct infusion of di-
vine light. However, here in the final Article 5, Aquinas is
clearly talking about a mediated mode through the sensible
order, where the constructive powers of human imagination
have a significant role. In such an approach, the process of in-
terpretation is one at least proximally directed to the products
of human, constructive imagination which, at least in the eyes
of faith, have been guided in their construction by divine in-
spiration. While the ultimately hoped-for “object ” may be
the First Truth, beyond all adequate mediation, the interpre-
tative process here is definitely mediated.

One faces here a profound, fundamental, and dialectical ten-
sion in Aquinas’ formulations. There is a sense in which di-
vine inspiration is immediate, and a sense in which the truth
will always be mediated in its partial expressions by means
of constructive imagination in a particular historical commun-
ity. And this mode of construction will then directly influence
the reception of the truth.

In Article 5, Aquinas is trying to address how the “ prin-
ciples ” of theology are received. His main concern in the final
Article 5 is not with the productive processes of theological
reflection, but the starting points. However, a circle becomes
apparent, for the starting points for one generation’s theology
can be the products of the constructive imagination of previous
generations of theological reflection. What is important in
Aquinas’ final Article 5 is his shift to a more * down-to-
earth ” view of the theological process, rather than one which
has at times seemed to be modeled on the intellectual processes
of separate substances. His qualification is clear: “ista prin-
cipia, mon sunt proportionate humanae rationi secundum
statum viee.” But if there is a lack of such proportion (or
proportionality) , the problem remains as to how such prin-
ciples can possibly be received. The appeal to the mediation
of the First Truth through the articles of faith, which can be
articulated, does not “ solve ” the problem, for if these articles
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point beyond themselves, one still has the problem of how the
human subject can sense the further meaning, behind the
mediation. An appeal to the “literal sense” of Sacred Scrip-
ture also does not “ solve ” the problem, for the “ literal sense ”
is still in finite language which cannot contain the First Truth.
The dialectical tension should be clear: there is an insistence
on immediacy, and the rather independent, a prior: status of
theology, at least in the reception of its principles, and with
this status comes the assertion that theology should direct the
other sciences as Inferior sciences, as if theology were self-con-
stituted without recourse to the natural order. But here in the
final Article 5 there is a return to the natural order, not merely
for the convenience of “ utilizing” it, but for access to the
meanings, or “ principles ” of theological reflection. In this re-
turn to the natural order, it is not the case that theological
reflection has a prior constitution; rather, it enters into the
processes of constructive imagination and interpretation in
order to start to be constituted at all. In this approach, the
“content ” and “ subject matter ” of theological reflection is in
the natural order, but—mysteriously—what is dialectically
intended by theological consciousness is something which can-
not be contained “in ” language, or in any aspect of the natu-
ral, created order, no matter how artistically and imaginatively
constructed.

The next point in Aquinas’ rather involved response in this
Article, also presents some difficulties. Aquinas has recognized
that there is a reception of biblical truth via metaphor, sym-
bol, and parable, but this will not suffice for the production of
“ argumentative” theology. In an important transition,
Aquinas then presents his own understanding of the three
“ theological tasks ” presented by Sacred Scripture:

Ex istis autem principits ad tria proceditur in sacra Scriptura:
scilicet ad destructionem errorum, quod sine argwmentis fieri non
potest; et ideo oportet modum hujus scientioge esse cuendoque
argumentativum, tum per auctoritates, tum etiam per rationes et

similitudines naturales. Proceditur efiaom ed instructionem morum:
unde quantum ad hoc modus ejus debet esse praeceptivus, sicut in
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lege; comminatorius et promissivus, ut in prophetis; et narrativus
exemplorum, ut in historialibus. Proceditur tertio ad contempla-
tionem veritatis in quaestiontbus sacrae Scripturae; et ad hoc opor-
tet modum eliam esse argumentativum . . .2

The first point of interest here is that Aquinas does not now
base the “ argumentative ™ status of theology simply on the
“literal ” sense, but on the appeal to “ authorities ” and in the
use of “similitudes ” (or analogies). The second point of in-
terest is that Aquinas lists the “ contemplation of the truth”
last, and one may therefore consider it as being stressed as the
most important function. Of additional interest is the fact that
Aquinas describes this goal as “ contemplationem wveritatis in
quaestionibus sacrae Scripture” (emphasis added). Quaes-
tionibus is used here as a technical term of mid-13th century
theology. It does not mean a “reading ” or a “ commentary ”
on Sacred Scripture, but a process of rational investigation and
exploration. This “questionibus sacrae Scripturae” (em-
phasis added), differs from the “immediate” contemplation
of God presented in Article 1. Here in Article 5, this albeit
brief phrase presents a much more “ realistic” and “ down-to-
earth ” mode of contemplation, although it may be a less per-
fect mode in that it is more (not completely) an “ acquired ”
mode of contemplation through study. It is not completely an
acquired mode of contemplation through study because this
“ quaestionibus sacrae Scripturae ” begins with the act of faith
which is an “ infused virtue ” inaugurated by divine action, but
it is also an acquired mode of contemplation in that it involves

26 Q. 1, a. 5, resp. (p. 18). From these principles there proceed three
things in Sacred Scripture, namely, the destruction of errors, which cannot
be accomplished without reasonableness, and for this reason it follows that
this science is in some way argumentative, by appeal to the authorities or
even by means of reasons and nautral similitudes. Secondly there is the in-
struction of morals, and insofar as this doctrine has this mode it should be
prescriptive, as in law, threatening punishment and extending promises, as
the prophets, and providing exemplars in narrative, as the historians. Thirdly
there is the contemplation of truth in the questioning [quaestionibus,
“investigation,” “rational examination”] of Sacred Scripture, and for these
reasons it follows that the mode of this science is reasonable.
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the very human process of “ questioning,” inquiring into,
analyzing in order to understand, and making dialectical clari-
fications in order to grasp in part the meaning of Sacred Scrip-
ture as divine revelation.

It may be recalled that in Article 1 of this “ Prologue,”
Aquinas has stated that the end of human life is the contem-
plation of God, and that the contemplation of God is of two
types: the rational contemplation possible in philosophy and a
contemplation in which God “ videtur immediate per suam
essentiam,” and that this perfect contemplation of God con-
stitutes the vision of God in heaven.* Compared to this “ im-
mediate ” contemplation of God, Aquinas then tries to state
in Article 1 how the theological contemplation of God in this
life is imperfect compared with the vision of God in heaven,
and yet the imperfect contemplation possible in this life is led
to the more perfect contemplation by means of the divine
light of inspiration. It may be recalled that what Aquinas
stated in Article 1 was:

Unde oportet ut ea quae sunt ad finem proportionentur, fini,
quantenus homo manuducatur ad idlam contemplationem in statu
vige per cogniltionem mon a creaturis sumptam sed immediate ewx

divino lumine inspiratam; et haec est doctrina theologiae [emphasis
added] .28

This is problematic, limit-discource, for many reasons. First, it
is not conceivable how any being except God can attain the
perfect contemplation of God to which Aquinas refers, a con-
templation per, ie., “in,” or “ through,” God’s own Essence.
Secondly, it is not clear how there can be an “immediate”
knowledge of God by means of the light of divine inspiration.
How this “light ” can actuate “knowledge” is not specified.

27 Q. 1, a. 1, resp. (pp. 7-8).

28 Jbid., (p. 8). Hence it follows that even as those things which are di-
rected to an end are proportioned to that end, in order for the human subject
to be led to that [perfect] contemplation [of God] in this life [it is necessary
that] there not only be a knowledge [of Godl through the created order but
also an immediate [knowledge of God] by means of the divine light of inspira-
tion, and this is the doctrine of theology [emphasis added].
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All that Aquinas says is that philosophy offers an imperfect
contemplation of God, while the divine light of inspiration, in
this life, offers a more perfect contemplation of God, and it is
this more perfect contemplation which ¢s “doctrina theo-
logiae,” ** the purpose of which is to lead one to perfect con-
templation. If this “ divine light ” can have no “ content ” for
human intellect, it can only function as an intentional prin-
ciple for the interpretation of sensible content in human ex-
perience.

Within Aquinas’ more mature systematic thought further
qualifications could be added. What Aquinas attempts in this
early text is a treatment of how the human subject can be
proportioned to an end (the immediate contemplation of God)
which is beyond the natural possibilities for finite human na-
ture to accomplish. This is the theme with which Aquinas’ in-
troduces his treatment in Article 1: *“ ut ea quae sunt ad finem
proportionentur fini.” It is then the divine light of inspiration
which proportions the human subject to this end. Tt should be
noted that if the function of this “light” is to “ proportion ”
the human subject, then its function is not properly one of
providing “ content,” but of enabling the subject to reach
“content,” through the created order, because of the changed
horizon, intentionality, or “proportionality to meaning,” that
the “light ” of inspiration provides. This divine “ light ” of in-
spiration “ proportions” the human subject by providing a
higher participation in God’s own Immediate Self-Knowledge,
which is beyond “ content” and which is Pure Intentionality.
The higher participation afforded by the divine ““light ” of in-
spiration does not in and of itself yield formal “ content.” Here
the doctrina theologiae which ¢s the “divine light of in
spiration ” can, in a fully consistent manner, only mean that
such inspiration is the principle of theological intentionally in
the processes of interpretation; not that this “immediate di-
vine light of inspiration ” provides the content for theological

29 This very strong statement is in all of the MSS which L. Bataillon has
collated to date for the Leonine Commission edition.
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reflection. But the problems in Aquinas’ formulation, and
generations of interpretation, is that this “immedijate divine
light ” could itself be seen as providing “ content ” rather than
merely making it possible for the theologian to interpret the
sensible order in a way that then provides “ limit-content.”

If this inspiration itself is thought to provide “ content,”
then one must observe that there is a profound tension between
Article 1 and the concluding Article 5. Article 1 can at least
give the impression that theology is constituted on an inde-
pendent, a priori basis, simply because of the divine light of
inspiration, and then it is because of this that it is able to di-
rect the other sciences, without, seemingly, even having to
enter into the empirical study of the other sciences. But if
theology were completely an infused, “ immediate ” knowledge
of God, then there would, of course, be no need for dialectical
disputations such as Lombard’s Sentences and Aquinas’ own
Commentary. One could expect, then, that Aquinas would at-
tempt to link his discussion of the “immediate ” knowledge of
God and the necessity of dialectical theology, and this is
exactly what he does as he describes the third function of
theology:

Proceditur tertio ad contemplationem weritalis in quaestionibus
sacrae Scripturae; et ad hoc oportet modum etiam esse argumenia-
tivum, quod praecipue servatur in originalibus sanctorum et in isto
libro qui quasi ex ipsis conflatur.3®

The “ questioning ” of Sacred Scripture, then, occurs in an his-
torical community in which some interpretations (e.g., of the
Fathers [and teaching mothers!]) have a certain primacy, and
even in this one can encounter dialectical differences of inter-
pretation. Here the mode of theology as contemplation is
realistically linked with the historical condition of the one seek-

30Q. 1, a. 5, resp. (p. 18). [Sacred science] proceeds, thirdly, to the comn-
templation of truth in the ‘questioning’ of Sacred Scripture and from this
[these three ends] it follows that the mode of this science is ‘argumentative,’
which mode is particularly served by the collection of the works of the saints
[Fathers] which are provided in this Book [of the Sentences] which has, to
an extent, arranged them.
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ing contemplation of the truth in a community of interpreta-
tion and misinterpretation.

In a very interesting manner, the next complex theme ad-
dressed by Aquinas in the response of this Article is the rela-
tionship of the senses of Sacred Scripture to the tasks of sacred
science:

Et secundum hoc etiam potest accipi quadrupliciter modus ex-
ponendi sacram Scripturam: quia secundum quod accipitur ipsa
wveritas fidei, est sensus historicus: secundum aute quod ex eis pro-
ceditur ad instructionem morum, est sensus moralis; secundum
autem quod proceditur ad contemplationem verilatis eorum quae
sunt viae, est sensus allegoricus [Parma ed. “et secundum quod
proceditur ad contemplationem wveritatis”]; eorum quae sunt
patriae, est sensus anagogicus. Ad destructionem autem errorum
non proceditur nisi per sensum litteralem, eo quod alis sensus sunt
per similitudines accepti et ex stmilitudinariis locutionbius non
potest sumi argumentatio; ende et Dionysius dicit in Epistult ad
Titum [col. 1103, t. 1], quod symbolica theologia non est argumen-
tativa.3!

31 Q. 1, a. 5, resp. (p. 18). And according to this one is able to accept four
modes for the exposition of Sacred Scripture, for that which is received as
the very truth of the faith is the historical sense, and that which is for the
instruction of mroals is the moral sense, and that which is for the contempla-
tion of the truth [of God] ‘on the way’ [in an earthly manner, for human
beings in this life] is the allegorical semse, and that which pertains to [the
fulfillment of contemplation] in heaven is the anagogical sense. The refuta-
tion of errors, however, does not proceed by any sense except the literal, in
that the other senses are received according to similitudes, and it is not
possible to engage in argumentative discourse based on similtudes of speech;
and hence Dionysius says in the Epistula ad Titum [PG, col. 1101, t, I], that
symbolic theology is not argumentative.

[Here the Parma addition has not been included in the translation since
it is not supported in the MSS evidence. Also, here “argumentatio” and
“argumeniativa’ have been translated as “argumentative” in that the mean-
ing of Aquinas here is stronger than “reasonable” and yet one should bear
in mind the previously mentioned cautions when understanding and translat-
ing Aquinas’ use of this term. Also here, Aquinas’ phrase “contemplationem
veritatis . . . vige . . . patrige” is being interpreted in accord with Aquinas’
later use of “contemplatio wviae,” meaning “earthly contemplation,” “con-
templation in this life,” or “contemplation on the way;” and “contemplatio
patrige,” meaning “heavenly contemplation,” “the contemplation of God in
heaven,” or “beatific contemplation,” as expressed in the Summa Theologiae,
II-11, q. 5, a. 1, ad 1; q. 180, a. 7; and gq. 189, a. 7.]
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Of course, in the present context Aquinas does not mean that
the anagogical sense of Sacred Scripture and the “anagogical
mode of questioning and expounding Sacred Scripture ” enable
the interpreter to attain beatific contemplation in this life.
What Aquinas means is simply that the anagogical sense has
a symbolic, eschatological referential value which enables the
interpreter in this life to anticipate contemplatio patriae.
The meaning of Aquinas here with regard to the modes of
contemplation merits further consideration. FEarlier in this
response Aquinas has stated the three ends of theology as be-
ing the refutation of errors, instruction of morals, and the con-
templation of truth. In the present section he links two senses
of Sacred Scripture to the contemplation of truth: there is an
allegorical and an anagogical mode of contemplation. Both of
these modes of contemplation are in the “ questioning” of
Sacred Scripture, as has been earlier clarified in the response:
“ contemplationem weritatis in quaestionibus sacrae Scrip-
turae.” The contemplation which investigates and “ ques-
tions ” the meaning of Sacred Scripture is, in part, an acquired
mode of contemplation. It is only partially acquired in that it
presupposes the infused light of faith, which is received as a
result of divine, initiating action, and yet this results in the
dialectical and symbolic process of interpretation, leading to
contemplation, in an historical community of meaning. When
Aquinas states in this response that symbolic theology is not
“ argumentative,” he means “argumentative” not in the
weaker sense of merely “ reasonable,” but in the stronger sense
of being probative, as is clear in his response to the fourth ob-
jection:
argumenta tolluntur ad probationem articulorum fidei; set ad de-

fensionem fidei et inventionem wveritatis in quaestionibus ex prin-
cipiis fidei, oportet argumentis wti . . 3

32Q. 1, a. 5, ad 4 (p. 19). Arguments are in no way used to prove the
articles of the faith, but for the defense of the faith and for the discovery
of the truth in the investigative process of questioning based on the principles
of the faith, and hence it follows that ‘arguments’ are utilized {[in this
science] . ..
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Conclusion

There is a certain dialectical tension thus reflected here in
the “Prologue ” on the status and method of theology. The
tension is not completely articulated as such, but is more be-
low the surface, as one compares Aquinas’ various other state-
ments with his notion of “ contemplationem veritatis in quaes-
tiontbus sacrae Seripture,” in Article 5. Again, in Article 1,
Aquinas has made the bold proclamation that there is a type
of,

Contemplationem . . . in statu viae per cognitionem non a creaturis
sumptam, sed immediate ex divino lumine inspiratam; et haec est
doctrina theologice.>

This appears to differ from the mode of contemplation dis-
cussed in Article 5 which is a “ quaestionibus sacrae Scrip-
turae.” They are not, however, completely different, in that
they both require the fundamental, initiating action of the light
of faith, which is an infused virtue. At the same time it must
be acknowledge that there is at least a dialectical tension in
Aquinas’ manner of expression, when he strongly insists, in the
first place, on a “ contemplationem in statu vige . . . immediate
ex dwino lumine” and then later speaks of a “contempla-
tionem veritatis in quaestionibus sacrae Scripture.” In order
to stress that there is real, understandable content in divine
revelation and that faith attains to God himself, Aquinas must
stress its immediate nature. But if this were the full extent of
the theological process then there would be no need of dia-
lectics in interpretation, which is precisely the task of the
Sentences upon which Aquinas is engaged in commentary.

This dialectical tension in Aquinas’ own view of the status
and method of theology is reflected in other contrasting texts
in the five articles of the “Prologue,” which may here be
noted:

33Q. 1, a. 1, resp. (p. 8). Contemplation . . . in this life by means of a
knowledge [of God] which is not based on the created order [for its starting
point] but on an immediate knowledge [of God] by means of the divine light
of inspiration; and this contemplation is the doctrine of theology.
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(1] divinum lumen, ex cujus certitudine procedit haec scientia . . >+
[2] virtus quam theologus considerat, non est ab opere mostro;
itmmo eam Deus in nobis sine nobis operatur.®

[8] ista scientia . . . magis dicenda sapientia quam metaphysica,
quia causas altissimas considerat . . . per inspirationem a Deo im-
mediate acceplam . . 5°

[4] theologia articulos fidei quae infallibiliter sunt probati in scien-
tia Dei supponit, et eis credit, et per istud procedit ad probandum
ulterius illa quae ex articulis sequuntur . . .%*

[5] ista doctrina habet pro principtis primis articulos fidei, qui per
lumen fidei infusum per se noti sunt habenti fidem, sicut et prin-
cipit naturaliter nobis insista per lumen intellectus agentis.®®

In these examples the stress is on the certitude and scientific
status of theology, the immediacy of divine revelation, and the
scientific ability of theology to engage in the demonstration of
some truths (though not the truth of the articles of faith them-
selves. The stress is on theology an immediate, infused, and
certain contemplation of God. In the final example above, the
statement is a strong one, not sufficiently qualified to make it
clear that Aquinas is using an analogical and ex convenientia
argumentation. The literal statement here is that the articles
of faith “are” per se nota principles known by the light of

faith “sicut” (“as,” “even as,” “in a way like”) natural

selves) . The stress is on theclogy an immediate, infused, and
principles are known by the light of reason. The “ sicut” ex-

3¢Q. 1, a. 2, ad 1. (p. 10). Divine light, from whose certitude proceeds
this science . . .

35Q. 1, a. 2, ad 3, (pp. 10-11). The virtue that the theologian considers
is not a result of our work, but is [the result of] an [initiating movement]
of God in us without our own operation.

36Q. 1, a. 3, sol. 1 (p. 12). This science . . . is more to be called wisdom
than metaphysics, because it considers the highest causes . . . by means of
inspiration which accepted immediately from God . . .

37Q. 1, a. 3, sol. 2 (pp. 13-14). Theology presupposes and helieves in the
articles of faith which are infallibly provem in the science of God’s own
knowledge of himself, and theology proceeds by means of these to the demon-
stration of other things that follow from the articles of faith . . .

88 Ibid., (p. 14). This doctrine has for its first principles the articles of
faith, which are infused by the light of faith as per se note principles in
those having faith, even as the [first] principles [of reason] are maturally
instilled in us by means of the light of the agent intellect.
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press the analogical qualification, but in the previous phrase,
the language is “ flat ”, “ per lumen fidei infusum per se noti
sunt habenti fidem.”

Aquinas is here using a complex series of analogies. To speak
of the “light ” of the agent intellect is already an analogy, a
metaphor, in the natural order. To speak of the “light” of
faith or of divine revelation is an extension of that analogy.
When one then speaks of the light of faith being similar to,
“sicut”, the light of the agent intellect, one is using a double
analogy ex convenientia. The statement may seem at first to
have a great deal of content, but its logical structure is far
more symbolic and poetic. More attention to this aspect of
Aquinas’ structure is needed. For the moment it suffices to ob-
serve that in the five articles of the “ Prologue ” Aquinas re-
peatedly makes very bold and confident proclamations, which
can give the impression that theology flows effortlessly, and
without the tensions of historical dialectics, into an immediate
contemplation of God.

In contrast to the themes of the above examples, in the con-
cluding Article 5, Aquinas professes a mode of theology that is
“ quaestionibus sacrae Seripturae”: a mode of contemplation
and interpretation in an historical community concerned with
very human processes of reasoning and inquiry. It would
seem that the underlying structures of Aquinas’ “Prologue”
here is his own struggle with the mysterious “{fact™ that
aspects of theology that are more properly called infused con-
templation and aspects thae are more properly called acquired
contemplation are inevitably in a constant, dialectical process.

This structure is brought more to the surface in the conclud-
ing Article 5 of the “Prologue.” Aquinas has repeatedly stated
already that the ultimate end of theology is contemplation. In
his discussion of the senses of Sacred Scripture and the tasks of
theology he has linked the “ historical ” and “literal ” sense
with the theological task of the refutation of errors, for it is
this “literal sense” that contains the ipsa wveritas fidei.*

33 Q. 1, a. 5, resp. (p. 18).
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In the more acquired contemplative mode of interpreting
Sacred Scripture, the allegorcial and anagogical senses have
primary importance. But these senses of Sacred Scripture,
“ sunt per stmilitudines accepti et ex similitudinaris locution:-
bus non potest sumi argumentatio . . .”* The importance of
this “non-argumentative ” and more contemplative sense of
theology emerges in dialectical tension with other thematics
in the “Prologue ” in the response to the third objection in
Article 5, which concerns poetics and metaphor. In the third
objection it was stated:

scientiarum maxime differentium non debet esse unus modus. Sed
poetica, quae mimimum continet veritatis, mazime differt ab ista
scientia, quae est verissima. Ergo, cum illa procedat per metapho-
ricas locutiones, modus hujus scientiae non debet esse talis.#

The response to this objection may be somewhat surprising:

Ad tertium dicendum, quod poetica scientia est de his quae propter
defectum wveritatis non possunt a ratione capi; unde oportet quod
quasi quibusdam similitudinibus ratio seducator: theologia autem
est de his quae sunt supra rationem; et ideo modus symbolicus
utrique communis est, cum neutra rationt proportionetur.t

Even though Aquinas is directly addressing the  spiritual
senses ” of Sacred Scripture here, his statements are broad
enough to impact on the status of the entire theological enter-

40 Ibid.: are by means of similitudes which are based on similitudes of
speech which cannot be used for argumentation . . .

41Q. 1, a. 5, ob 3 (p. 17). The sciences which are maximally differentiated
should not have the same mode. But poetics, which minimally contains the
truth, is maximally differentiated from this science, which is the most
truthful. Therefore, since poetics proceeds by means of metaphors of lan-
guage, the mode of this [divine] science should not be the same.

42Q. 1, a. 5, ad 3 (p. 17): To the third objection it is to be stated that
poetic science is of this mode [of metaphor] on account of a defect [in the
human mind] because of which the human mind is not able to attain the
truth by reasoning as such; and hemce it follows that poetics in a way
alluringly leads reason by means of certain similitudes. But theology is con-
cerned with those things which are beyond the range of reason, and thus the
symbolic mode is common to both poetics and theology, since neither of them
is proportioned to reason.
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prise. In the previous articles of the “ Prologue,” Aquinas has
claimed that the articles of faith are infused, per se nota
principles instilled by the light of faith, even as the naturally
known first principles are instilled by the light of the agent
intellect. But now, the additional qualification is that the
mode of existence of the recipient is significantly limiting the
divine revelation that is received. Here, rather than an “im-
mediate ” revelation of God, revelation procedes through the
mediation of symbols. This may not be the only mode of reve-
lation for Aquinas, but from the content and tone of this re-
sponse one would judge that it is at least an important one.
In dialectical tension with the position that the principles of
faith “are” per se nota propositions, Aquinas is here stat-
ing that the weakness of reason makes it incapable of grasping
the truth, and hence reason must be alluringly led, * sedu-
catur,” by the similitudes and symbolics of poetics. Ultimate-
ly, since contemplation supra rationem is the highest task
of theology, and since even with divine revelation reason re-
mains unable to attain the fullness of truth, the theologian is
here pictured as patiently waiting for the alluring invitation of
the symbolically mediated God. The further implication is
that even theological self-consciousness in contemplation will
be symbolically mediated.

These dialectical themes, and their implications, are certain-
ly not brought to the surface and articulated as such by
Aquinas in this “ Prologue,” but an analysis of the structural
relationships of the articles cannot help but come to these criti-
cal conclusions. With the interpreted stress of the “ Prologue”
as being in the final Article, particularly in the final response
concerning poetics, Aquinas dialectically qualifies his previous
statements with a view of theological methodology that is most
properly considered as at least open to some problems of his-
torical consciousness in a community of dialectical misinter-
pretation, open to the constructive role of imagination, and
open to a view of revelation as providing an intentional prin-
ciple for the dialectical interpretation of sensible content, but
not the content as such.
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i DWARD VACEK shrewdly observes that proportion-
alism attempts to synthesize the crucial insights of
£ 4 both the teleclogist and the deontologist.! Indeed,
Vacek provides a fine summary of this achievement. However,
he reflects that the most underdeveloped feature of proportion-
alism is its value theory by which we are enabled to know how
to resolve conflict situations” Richard MecCormick, among
others, has attempted to meet this deficiency by adopting John
Finnis’ notion of associated basic goods. In this essay, I will
show how such an approach fails to remain true to the basic
aims of proportionalism. Nor should this come as a surprise,
since Finnis is himself indebted to one of McCormick’s arch-
opponents, Germain Grisez. Moreover, I will attempt to out-
line the elements involved in a non-hierarchical theory of value
which I will argue to be the only adequate alternative to Me-
Cormick’s attempted solution.

Deontologists argue that certain acts are right or wrong re-
gardless of the consequences. Proportionalists, however, are
opposed to such notions as an “intrinsically evil” act or an
“ absolute ” duty, since they recognize the existence of moral
dilemmas. A moral dilemma arises whenever there 1s a situa-
tion in which pre-moral values are in conficit, i.e., whatever
choice one makes will result in the omission or harm of one
or other of the values at stake. According to the proportion-

1 Edward Vacek, “Proportionalism: One View of the Debate,” Theological
Rtudies 46/2 (June, 1985), 289.
2 Vacek, 302.
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alist reformulation of the principle of double effect, the permis-
sion or causation of ontic evil is not necessarily a moral evil as
long as there is a proportionate reason justifying such an ac-
tion, e.g., when a father shoots an intruder threatening to harm
his family.

MecCormick’s initial description of the requirements of pro-
portionate reason is as follows: “a) a value at least equal to
that sacrificed is at stake; b) there is no less harmful way of
protecting the value here and now; ¢) the manner of its pro-
tection here and now will not undermine it in the long run.”?
McCormick argues that it simply will not do to claim that the
ontic evil permitted or caused in a conflict situation is always
only indirecily intended.* For, in many instances, this simply
is not true. Moreover, he would argue that to intend an end
is not necessarily to desire it as deontologists suppose. What
justifies the ontic evil resulting from such actions, then, is
solely the proportionate reason for which it is allowed or
caused.

There are some obvious criticisms that have been hurled
at this proportionalist proposal for resolving conflict situations:
1) that it leaves itself open to the practical, if not theoretical,
difficulty of weighing different values; 2) that it results in
the possibility of many resolutions that could go counter to
our normal moral Intuitions; 8) that there exists an inherent
fallibility in the calculation of long-range consequences; and 4)
that this uncertainty might easliy promote an undesirable at-
titude of skeptical relativism.

It is perhaps the onslaught of these and other criticisms
which prompted McCormick to adopt Finnis’ theory of asso-
ciated basic goods. Lisa Cahill argues that this new theory
constitutes an “ abandonment” of McCormick’s prior pro-
posal’® To understand how this new theory leads to inevitable

8 Richard McCormick, “Ambiguity in Moral Choice,” Doing Evil To Achieve
Good: Moral Choice in Conflict Situations, eds. R. McCormick and P. Ramsey
(Chicago: Loyola U. Press, 1978), 45.

4 McCormick, 35-38.

5 Lisa Cahill, “Theology, Utilitarianism, and Christian Ethics,” Theologicel
Riudies 42/4 (Dec., 1981), 618-24.
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inconsistency for McCormick, we must first examine Finnis’
position itself.

Finnis’ Theory of Basic Goods

By “value,” Finnis refers to any “ general form of good that
can be participated in or realized in indefinitely many ways on
mdefinitely many occasions.” ® Basic values, moreover, refer
to intrinsic goods that are desired for their own sake (NL, 62,
65) . They are good not because they are desired, but they are
desired because they are good (NL, 70). Indeed, according to
Finnis, that such goods are values is self-evident (NL, 64-69) .

Basic values constitute the fundamental aspects of human
flourishing. According to Finnis, a careful survey of human
culture will reveal, not sheer relativism, but the evidence for
asserting the existence of seven basic values: life, knowledge,
play, aesthetic experience, friendship, practical reasonableness,
and religion (NL, 81-92). He argues that we will find such a
list to be not only exhaustive but irreducible if we make sure
to attend to the differences between general values and par-
ticular goals as well as between ends and means. Moreover,
he aptly points out the infinite diversity of ways in which we
can actualize these values as well as the diversity that exists
in the extent to which individuals can respond to such values.
Finnis prefers to say that we  participate in” instead of
“ pursue > or “ realize ” basic values (NL, 96). This is because
a value is never fully realized nor is it the mere end result of
some act. Furthermore, pleasure is not considered by him to
be itself a basic or supreme value, since it is that which ac-
companies our participation in all of these values (NL, 96).

Finnis admits that we inevitably weigh the consequences of
alternative decisions (NL, 11-18). For example, he contends
that we must always prefer basic goods to merely instrumental
ones. Thus a cost-benefit analysis is desirable in many prac-

6 John Finnis, Netural Low and Natural Rights (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1980), 61. Hereafter, all references to this work will be cited within the
text itself, e.g., (NI, 61).
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tical operations. However, he draws the line at a consequen-
tialist ethics because of his claim that basic values are “in-
commensurable,” that there exists no objective hierarchy
among them (NL, 92-95). Not only would the weighing of
such values be impractical, but it would also undermine the
very dignity of human nature. A calculative mentality that
uses basic goods as commodities to be compared makes the
human person itself a mere tool to be used (NL, 120-28). To
weigh incommensurable values is thus to destroy them. It
follows that a fundamental principle for Finnis is that “ every
basic value be at least respected in each and every action”
(NL, 120) . It is permissible and inevitable that we “ indirect-
ly impoverish, inhibit, or interfere” with the realization of
some values when we pursue some course of action and thereby
omit others. What is not permissible is “ directly and imme-
diately damaging a basic good” as in certain conflict situa-
tions, e.g., when killing an innocent person to save the lives of
hostages. This is because such a killing damages the very
value of life we are trying to promote.

McCormick’s Use of Finnis’ Theory

McCormick’s list of basic human tendencies is extremely
similar to that developed by Finnis.” As does Finnis, he argues
that when merely instrumental and basic goods are in conflict
we must compare and weigh their relative value? He adds,
however, that this is not possible for conflicts between basic
goods. As in Finnis’ logic, McCormick is contending that, since
such goods are “ associated,” to hurt one undermines all the
others including the value to be promoted.

One might wonder if this is simply a different way of ex-
pressing the fact that certain actions have long-term conse-
quences detrimental to the original value one attempts to pro-

7 McCormick, “Bioethics and Method,” Theological Digest 29/4 (Winter,
1981), 305.

8 McCormick, “Notes on Moral Theology 1977, Theological Studies 39/1
(1978), 112,
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mote. Cahill, however, suggests that this is not the case in
MecCormick’s (and Knauer’s) claim that certain actions are
of themselves “disproportionate” or “counterproductive.”?®
She notes that Knauer compares such self-defeating actions to
the class of deeds outlawed by Kant’s universalizability cri-
terion. If this is the case, then an empirical survey of prob-
able future consequences is not what is called for to show an
action to be  disproportionate.” Rather an a priori (deonto-
logical) analysis of the nature of such acts should be sufficient
to reveal their “counterproductivity.” It simply is not clear
if this is what McCormick has in mind. However, if this does
reflect the direction of his thought, then Cahill would be right
that MeCormick’s proportionalism appears to have been modi-
fied by his adoption of Finnis’ notion of associated basic
goods.” For the net result is the placing of a certain class of
values in a special protected category and thus guaranteeing
proportionalism more objectivity in its resolution of moral
conflicts.

Even Cahill, however, realizes that McCormick does not
really intend to enter the deontological camp. For she adds
to her discussion noted above that McCormick is opposed to
suppressing basic values “ except in cases where necessity re-
quires it.” McCormick himself argues elsewhere that he is in
agreement with deontologists that we must never choose
against a basic good: “ What is to count as ‘ turning against
a basic good ’ is, of course, the crucial moral question. Certain-
ly it does not mean that there are never situations of conflicted
values where it is necessary to cause harm as we go about doing
good.”** TIf this is McCormick’s position all along, then he
seems to have gained nothing by adopting Finnis’ theory of
basic goods. For such a theory was intended by its deontologi-
cal proponent to eliminate the very possibility of conflict situa-

9 Cahill, 618-20.
10 Cahill, 624.
11 MeCormick, “Does Religions Faith Add to Ethical Perception?” ed. John

Haughey, Personal Values in Public Policy (NY: Paulist Press, 1979), 165.
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tions involving basic values. Thus Vacek is correct when he
argues that McCormick’s theory of basic goods faces the same
difficulties encountered by all other deontological maneuvers
to protect basic values.*® It remains for us to consider what
these difficulties are and why proportionalism should abandon
altogether any notion of a hierarchy of basic goods.

Criticisms

There are many problems which confront Finnis’ theory of
basic goods. The first one is simply a conceptual difficulty:
how is one to distinguish basic values from all others? Me-
Cormick sometimes speaks as if that which constitutes a value
as basic is that it is not at all instrumental, i.e., a means.®®
Finnis is more precise in his acknowledgement that, since basic
values are themselves interdependent, they can be used as in-
struments in the pursuit of other basic values (NL, 92). But
they are not merely instrumental since they also possess in-
trinsic worth themselves. Moreover, Finnis adds that a basic
value must be incommensurable with the others, must consti-
tute a fundamental aspect of human flourishing, not be ul-
timately self-defeating (NL, 91) or reducible to an aspect of
any of the others (NL, 92), and be distinguished from the
means by which it is to be achieved as well as from the ways
in which it is to be participated (NL, 90-91). The former
category refers to those activities, e.g., farming and procrea-
tion, which collectively help achieve a basic value, e.g., life.
The latter category refers to the moral virtues such as cour-
age, generosity, moderation, and gentleness. Thus it follows
that a basic value, as conceived by Finnis, is a concrete uni-
versal (a whole) resulting from instrumental activities and
virtues (the parts). Basic values, in turn, are the parts that
make up the ultimate whole of human flourishing.

As nuanced as it is, Finnis® definition of a basic value leaves
more questions than it answers. First, there is the ambiguity

12 Vacek, 309.
13 “Notes on Moral Theology 1977,” 112.
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