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ology convened in Rome brought together some three
hundred academicians. They participated in an open
forum devoted to current questions in moral theology and bio-
ethics. Held at the Lateran University, the Congress, “ Hu-
manae vitae: 20 Anni Dopo,” was divided into two parts. Al-
though a majority of the presentations concerned the relevance
of the Church’s teaching on artificial contraception, the mem-
bership did devote the second part of the Congress to a sus-
tained discussion of some new issues raised by Donum vitae
(1987) , the recent instruction of the Congregation for the Doc-
trine of the Faith on “ Respect for Human Life in its Origin
and on the Dignity of Procreation.” To be sure, both docu-
ments emphasize the Church’s constant teaching concerning
the providence of God in human life and the dignity of the
human person. Nevertheless, procedures such as GIFT (ga-
mete intra-fallopian transfer), LTOT (low tubal ovum trans-
fer), TOT (tubal ovum transfer) provide the moral theologian
with new challenges to interpret the Church’s position which
insists on identifying the procreative and unitive aspects of
Christian marriage. The following article discusses the papal
documents from the perspective of a realist moral theology.
First of all, T would like to recall a principle which Paul VI,
however obliquely, enunciated in the course of Humanae Vitae,
for I consider the principle an axiomatic one in the present
discussion. At the beginning of section 8 entitled “ Pastoral
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Directives,” we find a statement of theological purpose which
should guide all Catholic moral practice. Hence, I would like
to quote this text as a way of introducing the meaning of vir-
tue in the Christian moral life.

The Church, in fact, cannot have a different conduct toward men
[and women] than that of the Redeemer: she knows their weak-
nesses, has compassion on the crowd, receives sinners; but she can-
not renounce the teaching of the law which is, in reality, that low
proper to a human life restored to its original truth and conducted
by the Spirit of God.*

I am especially struck by the phrase “ that law proper to a
human life restored to its original truth,” for I believe it ac-
tually describes the kind of life which develops in those who
practice the virtues. Yet, before speaking about the implica-
tions of a virtue-centered morality for the difficult issues of
bioethies, I would like to remark briefly on the way certain
contemporary theologians misinterpret what Paul VI calls the
“law proper to a human life restored to its original truth.”
In order to do so I have divided this paper into three parts.
Thus, the first section of the paper examines several themes in
contemporary moral methodology. The second section pro-
vides a general statement about the relationship between moral
theology and the sacra doctrina. Finally, the third section
briefly considers why the life of virtue remains the only legiti-
mate means for fulfilling the “law proper to a human life re-
stored to its original truth.” First, then, to contemporary
themes.

I

Proportionate Reason and the
Ethics of Personal Responsibility

In an earlier draft of this paper, I titled this section *“St.
Tgnatius, St. Alphonsus, and St. Elsewhere.” I had considered
actually outlining the moral methodologies of two Roman theo-

1 Paul VI, Humanae vitae, n. 20.
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logians, the German Jesuit Josef Fuchs ? and the Redemptorist
Bernard Hiring.® These authors have influenced most leading
revisionist moral theologians in America, especially Charles
Curran.* One could argue, therefore, that they figure among
the principals in the current debate over bioethical norms.
Upon reflection, however, it seemed preferable simply to signal
two or three basic themes which appear in most revisionist
moral theology, especially as it has been developed in the
United States. In brief, these themes focus principally on (1)
the freedom of the individual, and (2) the consequences or end
results of an action.

Revisionist moral theologians receive their name from the
fact that their announced purpose includes a radical revision
of pre-Conciliar casuistry.® Nevertheless, the revisionist proj-
ect, at least as it has developed up to this point, actually ex-
hibits some marked similarities to the casuist model of moral
theology. As a result, we can signal at least two features of
casuist morals which hold a central place in the revisionist
project. First, casuists placed a great deal of emphasis on the
function of conscience in the moral life. Secondly, they de-
veloped a quite complex principle of double effect as a means
for resolving difficult moral cases. Traditionally, then, moral
theologians have recognized the importance of a person’s free-
dom and an actions’s consequences in moral discourse.

All in all, the revisionists treat these same issues. But re-

2 For a representative sample of his work, see Josef Fuehs, S.J., Personal
Responsibility and Christian Morality, trans. William Cleves et al., (Wash-
ington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 1983) and a second collection of
essays, Christian Morality: The Word Becomes Flesh, trans. Brian McNeil,
(Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University, Press, 1987).

3 His three-volume Free & Faithful in Christ (New York: Crossroad, 1982)
presents the most comprehensive statement of Hiring’s outlook on morals.

4 See Charles Curran, Directions in Fundamental Moral Theology (Notre
Dame, University of Notre Dame Press, 1985), for a general overview of the
author’s current positions.

5 Servais Pinckaers provides the best theological analysis of the casuist
model in Les sources de la morale chretienne. Sa methode, son contenu, son
histoire (Paris: Rditions du Cerf, 1985), esp. cc. 10, 11.
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visionist moral theology employs these elements which would
form an integral part of any moral theory in an altogether dif-
ferent way. In particular, revisionists of the “ free and respon-
sible ” school focus on the immanent act of choice or decision,
whereas revisionists of the “consequentialist” school focus
onto the results of a transient action. Thus, we frequently hear
theologians argue as if human freedom or an act’s consequences
themselves constituted self-contained and free-standing argu-
ments to determine an action’s moral value. Curran’s theology
of compromise, for example, simply asserts that the conscien-
tious exercise of personal liberty frequently requires that one
not conform to the moral norms which embody the original
truth of human life.®* And Donum vitae, in fact, refutes the
common claim that certain actions are morally justified simply
because the conception of a child results. Revisionist moral
theology, in short, confuses immanent and transient actions.
First, consider the ethics of personal responsibility. One of
the most common appeals made against observing moral
norms, including those set forth in Donum wvitae, rests on the
supposition that the principal moral good for any human indi-
vidual always remains the freedom to choose. To cite an ob-
vious example, consider the fact that abortion advocates de-
scribe themselves as “Pro-Choice.” To be sure, freedom, as
St. Thomas Aquinas reminds us, remains one of the promised
effects of Christ’s redemptive death. Nonetheless, New Testa-
ment {reedom always orders the human person towards choos-

6 Curran actually argues that the presence of sin in the world requires
such a “ theological reality.” Thus he writes that the * presence of sin may
force a person to do something one would not do if there were no sin
present. . . . A theory of compromise does not give us a blank check to
shirk our Christian responsibilities. However, there are situations in which
the value sacrificed [read: “original truth of human life”] is pot propor-
tionate to the demand asked of the Christian.” See his essay on natural law
in Directions, p. 124. In a later essay, “ Utilitarianism, Consequentialism,
and Moral Theology,” Curran acknowledges that “it was a mistake to use
the term the ‘theory’ of compromise. . . .” i&id., p. 193. Rather, he changes
the proposal to a theological reality.
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ing the infinite goodness of God.” Indeed, the political con-
cerns of the free world and liberal democracy do not always
help us remember this essential truth. Notwithstanding this
cultural obstacle, the Christian tradition offers no support for
the view that the ability to choose among the largest number
of alternative options constitutes a normative value for direct-
ing the moral life. Only when moralists separate human life
from the truths of revelation do we find human prazis, shaped
by the virtue of prudence, degenerating into techne.

Of course, Christian theology does consider the role of inten-
tionality in the life of the individual. The Church, moreover,
as numerous doctrinal controversies witness, rightly upholds
the authentic role of the human person’s created freedom in
pursuing the goals of the moral life. Still, the Christian theo-
logian values free choice not as an end in itself, but as a means
whereby the human person engages in the prudential process
of attaining God. Since Christian freedom never means sim-
ply self-determination or self-realization, the Church sets forth
moral teaching to insure that the exercise of free choice always
includes the basic choice for “human life restored to its orig-
inal truth ” and Beatitude. As the Fathers of the Second Vati-
can Council have declared, man is the only creature that God
has desired for himself.®

7 Commenting on the last request of the Our Father, St. Augustine wrote:
“We pray to be delivered from evil, for this liberation makes of us free be-
ings, that is, sons of God, in such a way that, thanks to the spirit of adop-
tion, we ery out to God: Father, Father!” De Sermone in monte, II, 11, 38
(PL vol. 34, col. 1285). Ceslaus Spicq, O.P. explicates this point in Charity
and Liberty in the New Testament (New York: Alba House, 1965). On
the other hand, some theologians argue as if committed love alone suffices
to establish the moral character of a given action. For example, Thomas A.
Shannon and Lisa Sowle Cahill, Religion and Artificial Reproduction. An
Inquiry into the Vatican * Instruction on Respect for Human Life” (New
York: Crossroad, 1988), p. 138: “It is the committed love relationship of
the couple in its totality that gives the moral texture both to their sexuality
and to their subsequent roles as paremts. It is from the wholeness of the
relationship that their specific physical acts of sew and conception take their
moral purpose” (emphasis added).

8 Cf. Gaudium et spes, c. 2, no. 24 in fine makes this remark with refer-
ence to the imago Dei and Trinitarian indwelling. “This likeness reveals
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Thus, even In the face of ubiquitous criticism, the Church
remains faithful to her own identity and mission. As a sign of
salvation and an instrument of the divine will, the Church re-
mains Emmanuel for all of us. Consequently, the Church sees
no alternative to providing specific directions on what con-
cretely constitutes the economy of God’s love. In doing so,
the Church is essentially following the norms given by Thomas
Aquinas. He, in fact, gives us three arguments why the
Church must take her teaching authority seriously. He tells
us, first of all, that everybody and not just a few have a right
to know the truth about moral matters. Secondly, since morals
pertain to personal salvation, they have to be learned quickly.
And finally, dependent upon the wisdom contained in revela-
tion, the Church can present sacred doctrine “ without admix-
ture of error.” Needless to say, his arguments presuppose the
divine assistance that we call grace; for, in the last analysis,
we are measured not by human norms but by those proper to
God alone.

To be sure, certain revisionist theologians take sharp excep-
tion to this view of personal freedom and responsibility within
the Church. Indeed, many argue that “the law proper to
human life restored to its original truth “—especially in mat-
ters of reproductive technology—constitutes an infringement
on the exercise of personal freedom.’ Consequently, we are not
surprised to discover that today the People of God remain in-
clined to accept, at least, specific moral instruction as the hard
price one pays for being Catholic. To tell the truth, many
Catholics prefer to minimize any understanding of Church
teaching, rather than choose to recognize it as authentic means
whereby the human person can discover union with God.
Thus, the moral law, rather than serving freedom, becomes its
enemy.

that man, who is the only creature on earth which God willed for itself,
cannot fully find himself except through a sincere gift of himself.”

9 For example, John Mahoney, S.J. argues that since couples remain free
to express married love in ways other than intercourse, conception need not
occur only as a result of the marital act. See “ Test-tube Babies,” Tablet
232 (1978), p. 734.
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Accordingly, in order both to favor human initiative and to
promote personal responsibility, the revisionists have sought
ways to provide a flexible interpretation of the New Law’s
normative character. In so doing, they have paid little atten-
tion to the proposal of Donum vitae to speak about the “ pur-
poses, rights, and duties which are based upon the bodily and
spiritual nature of the human person.”*® In addition, they
have practically ignored the place of virtue in the moral life.
Rather, the ethics of personal responsibility so emphasizes the
exercise of freedom that respect for the God-given finalities of
human nature—what Paul VI calls the “law proper to a
human life ”—receives scant, if any, notice in the formulation
of moral argument. In effect, the revisionists frequently pres-
cind from our supernatural call to holiness.

Furthermore, the revisionists’ project to make the exercise of
personal responsibility an ultimate moral norm requires the
theoretical construction called pre-moral/non-moral/ontic evil
as an essential component of its scheme. As Louis Janssens
puts it, “ Ontic evil and moral evil are not the same”** In
brief, this theory supposes that every action, even one ade-
quately defined and constitutive of a complete moral species,
still maintains a sort of independent and morally neutral status
until subjective factors, such as the personal motive or inten-
tion of the agent, definitively determine its moral character.
In other words, it denies any moral status to a given act such
as blasphemy, lying, suicide.

Obviously, those who would make human autonomy the
principal criterion of the moral life find this division between
evil as a moral category and evil as a kind of quasi-ontological
existent helpful for explaining their point of view. Why? Be-
cause the category of pre-moral/non-moral/ontic evil provides

10 Donum vitae, Introduction, 3.

11 See Louis Janssens, “ Ontic Evil and Moral Evil,” in Reading in Moral
Theology. No. 1. Moral Norms and Catholic Tradition, edited by Charles
E. Curran and Richard A. McCormick, S.J. (New York: Paulist Press, 1979),
p. 67.
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the theoretician with an excuse for ignoring the nature of an
action in itself. By this phrase, “ the nature of the action in
itself,” T intend the particular shape of moral being which a
properly defined action necessarily embodies. All in all, there
exist general statements in morals, founded on the nature of
human activity, that have meaning which can be verified with-
out being bound up with an example. And, of course, only in
this context can one begin to defend absolute moral norms.*?

Consider, for instance, a case which commentators on
Donum vitae find difficult to comprehend. The distinction be-
tween the kind of homologous artificial insemination which
substitutes for the conjugal act and the kind which serves to
facilitate it clearly means little o many revisionist theolo-
gians.® The distinction, moreover, also provides one of the
most difficult challenges for those who must explain the
Church’s position on ATH. In addition, the Church agrees
that general statements about these two kinds of actions can
serve the purposes of moral instruction. So we can expect that
moral theology will defend the validity of this practice. Of
course, since most people assume that any form of ATH simply
assists nature accomplish its purpose,** it should come as no
surprise at all that few recognize the validity of these general
statements or the moral truths which they embody.

Of course, the ability to formulate general statements in

12 Thomas Gilby, O.P., Principles of Morality. (Summa theologiae Ia2ae.
18-21), Vol. 18, (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1965), provides
a succinct explanation of this concept in Appendix 11, “ Moral Objectives,” as
a commentary on Aquinas’s q. 18 of the prima-secundae.

18 Thus, André E. Hellegers and Richard A. McCormick, 8.J., in “ Unan-
swered Question on Test Tube Life,” America 139 (1978), pp. 74-78 argue
that artificial insemination (ATH), and to that extent in vitro fertilization
with embryo transfer, “cannot be analyzed in a morally decisive way by
exclusive appeal to the design of the comjugal act.” Also Bdward V. Vacek,
8.J. “Notes on Moral Theology: 1987,” Theological Studies 49 (1988), pp.
110-131 even quotes the archbishop of Rennes to the effect that the rejection
of ATH is “not easy to understand.”

14 For example, Rabbi Seymour Siegel in the Washington Post, July 28,
1978, noted that “ if nature played a trick, as it has in this case, if we can
outsmart nature, that is theologically permissible.”
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morals which are not bound up with a particular example of
an action implies the existence of what realist moral theolo-
gians call moral objectives. In other words, the act of artifi-
cial insemination, for example, embodies a specific moral na-
ture or moral objective. Therefore, forms of ATH which sub-
stitute for the conjugal act actually constitute a specific kind
of action—what the theologians sometimes call a moral “ob-
ject” (or objective) —different from the ““object” of those
forms which simply facilitate sexual congress. As a result, in
the former case, because the technique constitutes a complete
separation of procreation from the conjugal act, one can meas-
ure to what extent the action in itself falls short from fulfilling
“ that law proper to a human life.” In this instance, of course,
the law appropriate to matrimony or wedded love applies.

Admittedly, which techniques actually constitute a com-
plete separation remains a matter of dispute. But, since this
issue forms part of another discussion, the question need not
detain us here. In addition, why “human life restored to its
original truth” requires that procreation remain united with
the conjugal act also belongs to another area of theological in-
vestigation. Actusally, Christian anthropologists should set
forth the theological implications of the conjugal union be-
tween man and woman. On the other hand, the moral theo-
logian may affirm that a given action (for example ATH) can
be defined in such a way that any realization of the action al-
ready possesses a moral nature as real as the nature of any
other created thing. For the realist moral theologian, then,
moral being belongs to the whole order of creation. To take a
simple example, auto-erotic behavior already brings about its
deleterious effects on personal development and virtue before
one considers the motives of the unchaste person or the con-
sequences of the unchaste act. Masturbation and prurience,
for instance, have a way of dehumanizing the Christian condi-
tion, even if revisionists dismiss them in the interests of some
kind of technical nominalism,*®

15 See, for example, Charles E. Curran, “ Sexual Ethics: Reaction and
Critique,” Linacre Quarterly 43 (1976), pp. 147-64,
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By this I mean that revisionist moral theologians advance
the view that actions, such as the standard non-facilitating
techniques of ATH, masturbation, and so forth, simply con-
sidered in themselves, as actions, amount to nothing more than
“physical ” reality. For instance, one could purport to de-
scribe ATH as the morally-neutral removal of semen from the
husband and its insertion in the womb of the wife. Of course,
even revisionists must recognize that this particular form of
begetting a child does not conform to the measure of natural
intercourse. Thus, to account for the fact that artificial in-
semination entails something defective, they propose the phi-
losophical fiction of pre-moral, non-moral, or ontic evil. T call
it a fiction because, in fact, evil can only result from the ab-
sence of some perfection which ought to exist in a created
thing. To consdier evil a positive reality actually amounts to
an illusion. To put it differently, the revisionist construal of
ATH ignores the rupture of the “ one flesh ” of man and woman
in marriage inherent in the very action itself. Obviously, such
a position clears the way for a moral analysis focused on the
creative dispositions, such as the good purposes, of the indi-
vidual. Nevertheless we see once again their preference for
techne over virtue-shaped praxis.

Besides, the Christian tradition acknowledges only two ways
of looking at evil. These include the malum poenae, or the
punishment suffered as a result of sin, and the malum culpae,
or the actual fault itself which constitutes the defect of sin.*®
According to Catholic teaching, both varieties of evil, if you
will, remain metaphysically related to the existential state of
original sin. Indeed, the Church holds that the sin of Adam is
communicated to every person born into the world. To be
sure, certain of these “ punishments” result from personal
moral agency only in a derived way, for example, earthquakes,
famines, or other natural disasters. Nevertheless, all natural

16 See T. C. O’'Brien, Effects of Sim, Stain and Guilt. (Summa theologiae
1a2ae. 86-89), Vol. 27, (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1974), pp.
99-109.
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disorders remain clearly connected to the sinful and broken
condition of the human race which results from the sin of
Adam and find restoration only in the New Adam. As a re-
sult, only theological faith which mvites the human person to
share in the redemptive suffering of Christ provides whatever
rational apology one can give for such evils. As you know,
Donum wvitae recalls this truth in the case of infertility.’” On
the other hand, there exists nothing within the theological
tradition which speaks about pre-moral/non-moral/ontic evil
in the way that the revisionists have employed these cate-
gories. Although one author does speak about “creative re-
gret ” when personal initiative or circumstances requires the
performance of an ontic evil. Still we perceive the unnecessary
distancing in this regard from the Christian tradition.

It is interesting to note that this is not the first time in the
history of moral theology that theologians have sought to carve
out large areas of moral neutrality by recourse to mental con-
structs and hypotheses. For instance, Blaise Pascal’s Fourth
Provincial Letter provides a good example of how something
similar occurred in the Church during the 17th-century. Then,
French Catholicism, tortured by conflicts between Jansenist
and orthodox Catholics, witnessed a curious attempt on the
part of, yes, Jesuits, to ease the rigorist moral standards pre-
sumably promoted by those holding extreme Augustinian views
about virtue, sin, and redemption. If Pascal can be trusted, it
seems that certain writers even advanced the theory that in
order for a sinful action to matter, a complete set of subjective
conditions had to be met. The theory apparently developed to
the point that among the subjective conditions some included
the requirement that a person fully recognize that the dis-
ordered action directly opposed God’s law. Pascal retorts:

Blessings on you, my good Father, for this way of justifying
people! Others prescribe painful austerities for healing the soul;
but you show that souls which may be thought desperately dis-
tempered are in quite good health. What an excellent device for

17 Donum vitae, 11, 8.
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being happy both in this world and in the next! I had always sup-
posed that the less a man thought of God, the more he sinned;
but, from what I see now, if one could succeed in bringing himself
not to think upon God at all, everything would be pure with him
in all time coming. Away with your half-and-half sinners, who re-
tain some sneaking affection for virtue! They will be damned every
one of them, these semi-sinners. But commend me to your ar-
rant sinners—hardened, unalloyed, out-and-out, thorough-bred
sinners. Hell is no place for them; they have cheated the devil,
purely by virtue of their devotion to his service!?®

Obviously, Pascal’s (imaginary?) Jesuit opponent fails to dis-
tinguish between a moral good in itself and the subjective dis-
position of the moral agent. To be sure, the view that one can
actually know the “law proper to a human life restored to its
original truth” does not mean that the subjective side to
morality does not exist.

Moral realism does not amount to a form of philosophical
essentialism. Indeed, from the side of the subject a range of
dispositions from the swift upsurge of lust to the highly per-
sonal intentions which direct acts of self-sacrifice can certainly
affect the complete moral analysis of whatever moral objec-
tive. In the former case, unruly passion upsets the voluntary,
as Aristotle termed the basic source for moral action in the
human person. And although the disordered activity, for in-
stance, sexual assault, still embodies its own punishment, in-
voluntary or non-voluntary behavior does nevertheless dis-
qualify the agent from further moral scrutiny. In the latter
case, on the contrary, personal intentions can transform other-
wise purposeless events, such as undergoing unjust punish-
ment, into expressions of virtue. Nevertheless, in both in-
stances one can identify a moral objective, for example, rape
or martyrdom, whose basic goodness or badness derives from
the action’s conformity to the authentic goals of human and
divine flourishing. Rape obviously diminishes the good of
sexual congress whether the rapist be sane or not. On the

18 Pageal. The Provincial Letters, trans. A. J. Krailshemier, (Baltimore:
Penguin Books, 1967), pp. 64, 65.
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other hand, martyrdom furthers the good of the Church by its
witness to the truth about God and a godly life, even if both
martyr and politcial prisoner suffer the same physical tor-
ments. Act and intention combine to make the difference.

Furthermore, the various schools of casuistry, as the differ-
ent casuist models were called, also shared a common philo-
sophical conception about human freedom. The casuists spoke
about the “liberty of indifference.”*® Thus, they defined
human freedom as the ability of the person to remain indif-
ferent towards the judgment of reason about a particular good
to be done or evil avoided. They held that a person should
maintain this free “ indifference ” even when reason recognized
a particular moral objective as insufficient for a life of human
and divine fulfillment. Casuist freedom, then, principally re-
fers to choosing between contraries, that is, between what the
intellect presents as a reasonable moral action and its contrary.
To be sure, such a conception of freedom results in the con-
strual of free choice as exclusively the work of will or the ra-
tional appetite. As a matter of interest, this explains why in
certain Roman Catholic circles we frequently hear reference
made to grace and “ free will.” The implications of this direc-
tion for Christian doctrine, however, are serious and longreach-
ing. They include principally a divorce between the cognitive
and the volitional powers and the subsequent limitation of
right reason on human choosing. Still, the separation that the
casuists make is essentially grounded in a fractured anthro-
pology.

Thus, the casuists do not recognize either reasoned appetite
or appetitive reasoning, but only naked free will choosing.

19 Even the Dominican author, Dominic Priimmer, felt obliged to include
reference to the liberty of indifference. He concludes a brief discussion of
the difference between the free and the necessary: “ Ea quibus declarationi-
bus datis sequitur, ut omne liberum sit voluntarium, sed non vice versa
omne voluntarium sit liberum. Ad hoec etiam, ut voluntarium sit liberum,
omnino requiritur, ut accedat libertas indifferentiate” Manuale Theologine
Moralis secundum principia 8. Thomae Aguinatis, Tomus T. (Fribourg,
1923), p. 39.
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Historians of philosophy generally agree that the roots of this
conception of freedom lies in the via moderna, especially, in
the teaching of the nominalist William of Ockham. In fact, the
theory does reflect the nominalists’ suspicion about the intel-
lect’s ability to possess any kind of universal moral knowledge
and the consequent ineffectiveness of recta ratio for pointing
the way towards moral good. On this point there exists the
sharpest similarity and strongest comparison between casuist
views of freedom and the conception of freedom which under-
girds moral theories of personal responsibility and freedom.
The New Testament, however, reminds us that in order for one
to enjoy the freedom and fidelity of Christ, we must put on
the mind of Christ. In this context, then, we recall that Paul
VI urges us to follow the “law proper to a human life restored
to its original truth.” All in all, free choice involves knowing
what we want as much as wanting what we know. As the
theologians remind us, we find our wholeness, not in philosophi-
cal disputes but in the Lord.

A second theme associated with moral revisionism considers
the consequences or end results of an action as a principal de-
terminant in moral reasoning. A generic version of the prin-
ciple of proportionate reason runs like this: Desired good re-
sults can provide legitimate grounds for performing an action,
even if it does not conform to a good moral objective, pro-
vided there exists a discernible proportion between the dis-
ordered action and the good result.® As you know, many
theologians and ethicists use some form of this argument to
promote ATH, IVF and, even, AID. Thus the report of the
Ethics Committee of the American Fertility Society states:
“In specific instances, the use of heterologous gametes (in
ATD) may protect the offspring, for example, when a serious
genetic disease would be conveyed by the gametes of one of

20 Cf, Brian Johnstone, C.Ss.R., ©“ The Meaning of Proportionate Reason in
Contemporary Moral Theology,” The Thomist 49 (1985), pp. 223-247, for a
survey of the various models employed by revisionist moral theologians.
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the parents.”® QObviously the focus on good results coming
from bad actions makes the theory of non-moral/pre-moral/
ontic evil an attractive companion theory for the principle of
proportionate reason. In the example of AID, one simply re-
gards the pre-moral adulterous conception with “ creative re-
gret.”?? Some may even complete the inversion of the moral
order by calling the donation of a gamete to an infertile couple
an act of charity.” In this connection, one recalls Nietzsche’s
wish that philosophers become legislators and invent new
values!

Before closing this first section I want to stress that good
moral theology must consider both the personal intention of
the moral agent as well as the circumstances in which he or
she acts. In fact, the traditional norms for formulating a
moral analysis include reference to what the manualists called
“ object, end, and circumstance.” ** My purpose in simply
concentrating on the role of moral objectives derives from the
fact that ordinary moral discourse today pays very little at-
tention to them. As a result, the revisionist platform does not
easily include a plank for virtue. We should not find this sur-
prising. As the philosopher William M. Sullivan recently re-
marked, “ The moral problems of a predominantly utilitarian
self are simply strategic or technical problems.” *® Virtue, on
the other hand, insures that the whole person, “ corpore et
amma unus,” as the Council put it, embrace the good ends
of human life embodied in moral objectives.*

2t The American Fertility Society, Fertility and Sterility, Supplement 1,
49 (1988), p. 28.

22 See Albert R. Di Tanni, S.M. “The Direct /Indireet Distinetion in
Morals,” The Thomist 41 (1977), pp. 350-380.

28 Fertility and Sterility, loc. cit.

2¢ Tor example, see the excellent study by William E. May, “Aquinas
and Janssens on the Moral Meaning of Human Acts,” The Thomist 48 (1984},
pp. 566-606.

25 William F. Sullivan’s address, “ Religous Communities of Memory and
Hope,” to the 1988 assembly of the Conference of Major Superiors of Men,
Origins, September 22, 1988 (Vol. 18, no. 15).

26 Gaudium et Spes c. 1, no. 14 as quoted in Donum vitae, Introduction, 3.
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11
Christ, Moral Theology, and the Blessed Trinity

By definition, Christian theology results from intelligent re-
flection upon the revealed Word of God. As such, it embraces
within its range of concerns everything which has to do with
God himself and the real world which he created. However,
because the human person possesses the capacity for a per-
sonal relationship with the blessed Trinity, men and women
hold a privileged place among theology’s interests. Moral
theology, in particular, comprises that part of theology which
studies human action as ordered to the wultimate Goal of
human existence. Only the loving vision of God, the only
true and complete Beatitude, satisfies both the personal de-
sires and the natural capacities of each human person. All in
all, this kind of moral life finds its specific detail and achieve-
ment only through divine grace, which includes the exercise
of the moral and theological virtues as well as the practice of
the Gifts of the Holy Spirit. In addition, the biblical Beati-
tudes contained in the Sermon on the Mount assure that the
moral life of the new dispensation goes beyond the casuistic
minimum sometimes suggested by forms of moral positivism.

To the extent that its development depends upon the light
of divine Revelation, moral theology constitutes a science
formally distinct from natural ethics. Nevertheless, moral
theology, since it forms a constitutive part of the sacra doc-
trina, must adapt to human ways of knowing and speaking.
Thus, the moral theologian relies upon the structures and
categories of moral philosophy for the articulation of his sci-
ence. Still, the starting point of moral theology always re-
mains the words and deeds of Jesus Christ as they have been
recorded in the canonical Scriptures. These acta et gesta
Christi, as Aquinas calls them—the words and deeds of Christ
—hold a unique place in the life of the Christian Church.®

27 See his introduction at Summa theologiae 11la q. 27 where he enunciates
the principle that all the mysteries of Christ’s life compose the one act of
divine salvation.
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The reason is simple. Although Jesus remains a man, one like
us in all things but sin, yet he also remains hypostaticly united
to the divine Logos. His words, then, embody both wisdom
and life.

The Christian vocation always entails the following of
Christ. Nevertheless, both Christian life and theology begin
in the very depths of God’s own Being. For only there does
the Eternal Father speak his persenal Word which perfectly
reflects the divine nature and the intelligibility of all creation.
In fact, Jesus himself bears witness to this truth when he tells
his disciples “ Now they know that everything that thou hast
given me is from thee; for I have given them the words thou
gavest me. . ..” (John 17: 7, 8). Accordingly, when the Do-
minican theologian, Cardinal Cajetan (1469-1534), defined
sacra doctring as all knowledge taught us by God’s grace, he
affirmed something very important about Christian theology.?®
In particular, Cajetan teaches that theological wisdom forms
part of the reditus, that is, the return of the human creature
to God. Thus, Donum vitee rightly reminds us that “no biolo-
gist or doctor can reasonably claim, by virtue of his scientific
competence, to be able to decide on people’s origin and des-
tiny.”*® No, the origin and destiny of the human person con-
stitute subject matter for theology.

This conception of theology as derivative from the sacra
doctrina allows us to make some general observations about
the nature of theology and the place bicethical concerns hold
m theological discourse. First, theology, as Aquinas reminds
us, remains formally a single discipline. As a result, only pur-
poses of organization require that one distinguish between
moral and dogmatic theology. In order to provide a complete
theological argument for the Church’s teaching on natural

28 See Cajetan’s commentary on Summa theologice Ia q. 1 printed in the
Leonine edition. Special attention to Summe theologiae Ia q. 1, a. 5, ad 2
provides a clear statement concerning how seere doctrine relates to the
other sciences.

29 Donum vitaee, Introduction, 3.
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family planning or any issue related to the use of reproductive
technology, the moral theologian remains obliged to address
so-called dogmatic issues, for example, the blessed Trinity, the
passion of Christ, the Immaculate Conception and other mys-
teries whereby we live our faith. Christ not only teaches us the
truth, but he also makes it possible for us to live it. The living
out of moral truth belongs to the economy of salvation. As St.
Augustine suggests, he who does the truth does so in virtue of
him who is the Truth.*

Secondly, although the so-called “ specificity of Christian
ethics ” debate once again has raised the question of the rela-
tionship which exists between rational ethics and moral the-
ology, all authentic theological discourse remains a science of
faith. In brief, this means that God—not the Church—ulti-
mately guarantees the truth of divine instruction on morals.
For the Christian, then, there does not exist a separate realm
of moral wisdom—what some refer to as the “categorical
level ” of morality—which remains independent of the First
Truth who is God. Donum vitae makes clear that judgments
about reproductive technology can only stand “in reference to
the dignity of the human person, who is called to realize his
vocation from God.”** Indeed, the difficult questions of the
proper use of reproductive technology make it abundantly
clear that attempts to identify neutral rational precepts with-
in moral theology simply miss the point of sacra doctrina.

Thirdly, the sacra doctrina must concern itself about a kind
of thing called natural law, just as it is concerned about the
five ways of “ proving” God’s existence. However, the theo-
logian’s primary interest in natural law will be its functions

30 The celebrated conflict between Abelard and St. Bernard on this point
underlines the importance of setting forth moral teaching within the context
of the Mystical Body. At least in his Ewpositio in Epistolam ad Romanos,
Abelard seems to intimate that Christ provides only example and encourage-
ment for the moral life. Cf. Richard E. Weingart, The Logic of Divine Love:
A Critical Analysis of the Soteriology of Peter Abailard (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1970), esp. pp. 139-44.

31 Donum vitee, Introduction, 3.
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tn fide, or in the Faith (not before the Faith) as actually
permeated by divine grace which alone establishes our super-
natural and only final end. Such a situation requires the pres-
ence of Christ. In other words, by some ecclesiological arrange-
ment, Christ makes it known how, concretely, union with the
blessed Trinity is to be worked out in everyday ethical mat-
ters. Indeed, the Beatitudes indicate that he is not proposing
any kind of casuistic minimum but criteria acceptable to God
himself. One of the tasks for the theologian lies in discovering
the humanistic values implied in the Gospel message. This will
not be just for the sake of persuading non-believers that
Catholic meorality is also human morality. The theologian
himself needs to discover the humanistic praeambula (natural
law principles) because the Gospel ethic of love remains a bit
vague when it comes to details of life in the 20th-century.
Thus even natural law thinking points to the truth that only
a supernatural end exists for the human race.

Indeed, this realist conception of moral theology requires a
strong teaching on virtue in order to implement and complete
its vision of the moral life. Those who are familiar with
Aquinas’ Summa theologiae know that the largest section, the
secunda pars, comprises a treatment of nearly three hundred
particular virtues which concretely describe the moral life.
Virtue, for Aquinas, puts flesh and blood onto his God-centered
teleology. Modern forms of ethical idealism, however, have
accustomed us to think that moral practice always begins and
ends in the head. As the philosopher Dilthey observed:
“ There is no real blood flowing through the veins of the know-
ing subject constructed by Locke, Hume, and Kant, only the
diluted juices of reason, a mere parade of thought.” ** But only
a person’s complete participation in the moral life measures
up to the concerns of Christian anthropology.

According to the classical scheme, the cardinal virtues ad-
dress the moral formation of the whole person. Since virtue

32 W, Dilthey, Relected Writings, trans, and ed. H. P. Rickman (London,
1976), p. 162.
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engages us with the good ends of human fulfillment and di-
vine beatitude, the virtuous man or woman exhibits all the
characteristic marks of a happy person. The final section sug-
gests ways in which the Thomist teaching on the infused vir-
tues can serve as a practical instructions for those who take
Donum wvitae and other moral matters seriously.

111,
Virtue and Bioethics

We have already remarked that the project for renewal car-
ried on by the revisionist moral theologians does not include a
strong emphasis on the development of virtue, but a reduc-
tionism to fechne. Yet, for the better part of the Christian
era, except during the ascendancy of casuistry, the principal
way in which the Church encouraged men and women towards
a godly life was by the practice of virtue. Aquinas, for ex-
ample, accepted a definition that has its remote origins in the
writings of St. Augustine. Virtue is a good quality of mind, he
wrote, by which one lives righteously, of which no one can
make bad use, which God works in us without us.*® This
definition supposes that virtues embody a pattern of human
behavior ordered towards the achievement of particular good
ends (moral objectives) which the human person requires for
human fulfillment. The philosophical term for this pattern is
habitus. These qualities of soul constitute specific kinds of
ability developed in an individual either by repeated practice
or received directly from God as part of the life of grace. And
in the Christian dispensation, it always remains the “ gratia
Christi,” the grace of Christ.

When we refer to virtue as a quality or a habitus we under-
stand that virtue shapes or modifies the various capacities of
the human person in a way that allows them to operate in a

33 The definition actually represents a collation of texts from the writings
of St. Augustine, probably first formulated by Peter of Poitiers in his Sen-
tences I1 1 (PL 211, 1941). See Aquinas’s use of this definition in Summa
theologiae Ia-Iae q. 55, a. 4.
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certain way. The Christian tradition usually refers to four
cardinal moral virtues, prudence, justice, fortitude, and tem-
perance. Thus prudence, for example, conforms the intellect
to the original truth of human life and also directs the appe-
tites towards their proper ends. Justice shapes the rational ap-
petite or will towards embracing the right order established
for common life in society. The virtues of personal discipline,
as theologians call temperance and fortitude, give a definitive
shape to the sense appetites so that our emotional life fits into
the whole complex of goods ends whose pursual involve human
passion. The saints, of course, lock upon these virtues as so
many different ways of experiencing conformity with the per-
son of Jesus Christ. So in each area of human life, then, virtue
enables a person to choose the moral good in conformity to
right reason. All in all, this amounts to what St. Paul taught
when he urged his disciples to put on the mind of Christ. Al-
though St. Thomas Aquinas defends the legitimacy of the
acquired virtues in Christian theology, the practical purposes
of our discussion require a consideration of the infused
virtues.

In a special work, the disputed questions De virtutibus in
communi, St. Thomas explains the function of the infused
virtues.

In order that we might perform acts ordered to eternal life as their
proper end, God first infuses grace into the rational creature. This
provides the soul with a certain [participation] in the spiritual or
divine being. Then he infuses faith, hope, and charity. Faith en-
lightens the mind concerning supernatural truths which serve as
principles for their own order in the same way that naturally
known principles serve as the foundation for natural actions. Hope
and charity provide the will with an inclination to the super-
natural good to which the human will simply by its own natural
operations remains inadequately ordered.

In addition, besides the natural capacities which man possesses,
the human person also requires virtuous kabitus in order to achieve
perfection in the created order. Thus besides the supernatural
principles, God also endows the believer with certain infused vir-
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tues which perfect men and women in ordering [moral] actions
towards their proper end which remains eternal life.*

Admittedly, Aquinas makes it clear that the human person
does mot require the infused moral virtues for any activity
other than that which the moral law dictates. But he also in-
sists that the infused moral virtues account for a more per-
fect performance of the same activity. In other terms, the
infused moral virtues make it possible for one to accomplish
the good ends of human life through conformity to Christ. In
this context, infused virtue spells out the “law proper to a
human life restored to its original truth and conducted by the
Spirit of God.” Only the union of the believer with Christ
makes it possible to live in accord with the truth of the moral
law. To be sure, the difficulties of disordered passion, especial-
ly in the case of the virtues of personal discipline, will still be
felt. But the infused virtues insure that emotional tugs and
pulls will not frustrate the dynamic of virtue’s goal. Actually,
Aquinas himself held the opinion that God permits these rem-
nants of disorder to remain in us for a purpose. In fact, they
serve as reminders about the relationship which exists between
union with Christ and the strength to accomplish the good.
Actually, the unity that is Christ is capable of integrating
everything.

Thus, since the infused virtues remain totally supernatural
in form, they constitute a thoroughly new ordering and shap-
ing of human activity, even if seated within the natural powers
of mind, will, and appetites. This new informing of human ac-
tivity derives from the conscious consent of the believer to
God’s revealed mysteries. We might say that the virtues pre-
pare us for heaven, since they direct our lives towards imple-
menting the New Testament Beatitudes now. The Christian
character, caught between this world and the next, remains at
once incarnational and eschatological. So we expect that the
Beatitudes give a degree of specificity to the moral virtues.

34 de virtutibus in commune 4. 1, a. 10.
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In this way, one understands better how the mysteries of sal-
vation remain part of moral theology in the same way that
moral truths constitute an essential part of the sacra doctrina.
The moral virtues infused by God lead the powers of the soul
from their pursuits within the earthly city to a fellow-citizen-
ship with the saints in heaven.

Virtue, then, provides a constant disposition or habitus for
living the life of Christian faith. As a result, all the powers of
the soul acting through the body become stabilized in morally
good objectives. They prevent us from acquiescing to any iso-
lationism or negative attitude. This shaping pertains prin-
cipally to the psychological powers of the soul such that right
reason operates effectively in the accomplishment of a good
life. Virtue also produces promptness and facility in action.
When our capacities conform to good moral objectives, a sec-
ond nature develops. This means that the virtuous man or
woman accomplishes the good in a way that may appear effort-
less, but actually results from a disciplined life suffused with
the grace of the Holy Spirit. In this Trinitarian embrace, the
Christian faithful realize their wholeness and as a result ex-
perience the joy of virtue. The saints, in fact, witness to the
same.*

Of course, Donum vitae does not make direct reference to
the role virtue plays in the Christian life. It seems to me,
however, that issues in bioethics usually require the exercise
of all the cardinal virtues in order to conform to the good ob-
jectives set forth in the Instruction. Of course, it would re-
quire a separate discussion to explain the way in which prud-
ence directs the other moral virtues. But, suffice it to say that
onee prudence accepts moral truth as a concrete manifestation
of the Eternal Law, the very wisdom of God himself, the other
virtues take their cue, as it were, from this principal virtue of
the moral life. So particular moral truths, such as those given

85 See Summa theologice la, q. 1, a. 6, ad 3. There Aquinas explains the
wisdom given to the saints on the basis of a comparison with the way the
virtuous person acts.
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in the Imstruction, reflect how God knows the world and the
order of human life to be. In turn, the virtues of personal
discipline conform the appetites to embrace this truth. In
particular, temperance restrains those desires which make the
truth difficult to accomplish while fortitude strengthens those
emotions required to support whatever sufiering doing the
good entails. Thus as the Church contemplates the mystery
of the Incarnate Word, she also comes to understand what it
means to be human. Donum wvitae continues, “ by proclaim-
the Gospel of salvation, she reveals to man his dignity and in-
vites him to discover fully the truth of his own being.” *

Finally, the Christian gospel refrains from disclosing the full
dimension of human fulfillment. Rather it affirms that what we
shall be has not yet appeared. Still, our faith confirms that we
shall be like God because we shall see him as he is. The dangers
of reductionism lead to the narrowing of consciousness implicit
in any ideology. A narrow view of human fulfillment, such as
technology promotes, can only result in an eventual com-
promise between the authentic freedom of God’s children and
the illusion of liberty represented by choices made available
through ever-developing techne. On the other hand, the ability
to perceive the relation between end and appropriate means
constitutes a function of holy wisdom grounded in the vision
of faith. It remains a Gift of the Holy Spirit given to all those
ready to receive God’s Word.

36 Donum vitae, Introduction, 1.
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S IT POSSIBLE to identify the foundational or character-
istic content of Christian love? According to Gene Outka,
the normative content most often ascribed to Christian

neighbor-love, or agape, is equal regard.* On this account,
agape commits us to act at all times out of a regard for the
neighbor that is stable and independent of a particular re-
sponse from the other. Each individual is to be valued simply
as a human person, and not on the basis of his or her particu-
lar merits, attractiveness, or functional value to others. In
short, the qualities of the other that are of primary significance
in determining how that person should be treated are those
that he or she has in common with everybody else, and not
those that set him or her apart. This view is well expressed by
Kierkegaard:

The category neighbor is just like the category human being.
Every one of us is a human being and at the same time the hetero-
geneous individual which he is by particularity; but being a human
being is the fundamental qualification . . . No one should be pre-
occupied with the differences so that he cowardly or presump-
tuously forgets that he is a human being; no man is an exception
to being a human being by virtue of his particularising differences,
He is rather a human being and then a particular human being.?

An Outka describes it, the claim that Christian ethics is
grounded in a commitment to equal regard is a substantive

1 Gene Outka, Agape: An Ethical Analysis (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1972}, p. 260.
2 Quoted by Outka, p. 15.
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claim, in that it is meant to identify the core content of a par-
ticular ethical tradition. But this substantive claim raises an
historical question: Has Christian neighbor love actually been
understood in this way, at least by some major Christian
thinkers? Obvicusly, the substantive and historical questions
raised by Outka’s normative analysis of agape are interrelated.
At least, it would be difficult to defend the claim that Chris-
tian neighbor love enjoins equal regard in the face of evidence
that great numbers of Christians have not actually understood
their fundamental commitments in this way. By the same
token, the case for interpreting the second great love com-
mandment as enjoining equal regard would be strengthened if
it could be shown that some segments of the Christian tradi-
tion, or some of its leading expositors, have held substantially
the same view. Nonetheless, I do not know of any attempt to
examine in detall the ethical thought of an important classical
figure in light of Outka’s searching normative analysis of the
different interpretations that have been given to agape.

This essay is a modest attempt to begin to fill that gap
through an examination of Thomas Aquinas’ account of char-
ity in the Summa Theologiae. But my purpose in this essay
is not limited to answering the question, “ Did Thomas under-
stand charity as equal regard?” As we will see, that question
can be answered all too quickly. Once it has been answered,
however, it provides an unexpected entrée into Thomas’ re-
markable concept of charity. And by spelling out some of the
implications of this concept, we learn something, not only
about Thomas, but about the nature of Christian neighbor-
love as well.

1. De ordine caritatis

At the outset, it will be helpful to summarize the main points
in Thomas’ account of charity. Along with faith and hope,
charity is one of three theological virtues that directs the
human person to God as the supernatural fulfillment of human
life (ST 1a2ae 62.1, 3; 110.3. All further references to Aquinas
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are to the Summa Theologiae) . 1t is the greatest of the theo-
logical virtues because it directs the human person to friend-
ship with God (2a2ae 23.1), That is, it directs him or her to
union with God as he is in himself, and not simply as the source
of all created good, or even as the author of revelation and
future blessedness (laZae 62.3; 2a2ae 23.6). Its most funda-
mental precept is the first great commandment to love God
above all things, and this commandment implies that the in-
dividual should refer all his or her actions to God in some way.
The command to love the neighbor, considered as the second
precept of charity, enjoins us to love each person for the sake
of God, as one who is called to fellowship with God along with
us, and for whom we wish the fulfillment of that call as each
of us wishes it for himself or herself (2a2ae 25.1; 27.8; 44.2,7;
also see 1a2ae 100.10) . Because all persons are in fact capable
of salvation, charity and its obligations should be extended to
all (2a%ae 25.6). These obligations include all the naturally
derived duties of justice, together with duties specific to char-
ity, to adopt special attitudes of joy, peace and mercy towards
all, and to actively promote others’ well-being through mate-
rial aid and spiritual counsel (2a2ae 27-33,44) . If Thomas has
a commitment to equal regard at all, here is where we would
expect to find it articulated. After all, Christian moralists have
argued that it is our equality before God that is morally de-
cisive, not any natural equalities that we may or may not en-
joy.® And others before Thomas had drawn precisely this con-
clusion; Thomas himself quotes Augustine’s dictum in De Doc-
trine Christing that “ One ought to love all persons equally ”
(2a%ae 26.8) .

It is startling, then, to learn that Thomas denies that charity
as neighbor love requires each of us to love all our neighbors
equally (2a2ae 26.6) . To the contrary, Thomas explicitly says
that a certain order should be observed in charity. God should
be loved above all else, of course (2a%ae 26.2,3). More sur-
prisingly, each person should love himself or herself more than

3 Outka, pp. 154-164.



200 JEAN PORTER

his or her neighbor (2a2ae 26.4) . Moreover, we are bound to
love some neighbors more than others (not permitted, but
obliged to do so—again, see 2a2ae 26.6), and Thomas goes
on to spell out in disconcerting detail who should be loved
more than whom (2a2ae 26.7-12). In the same question, he
explicitly rules out the tempting option of reading these as
obligations to give appropriately different expressions to what
is at heart an equal love for all. Not only the expression of
love, but the degree of inner affection, ought to vary from one
neighbor to another. And what about the words of Augustine
(whom Thomas would never have directly contradicted) ?
Thomas reinterprets Augustine’s words to mean either that we
love everyone equally in the sense of wishing everyone the
same good, i.e. salvation, or that we love everyone equally in
the sense that it is equally true of each person that we do in
fact love that person to some degree (2a%ae 26.6 ad 1). And
how does he justify these remarkable claims? In the body of
the same article (2a2%ae 26.6), he explains that the order of
charity is not less reasonable than the order of nature, since
both spring from the divine wisdom (2aZae 26.6, 44.8). Ac-
cordingly, charity is ordered both with reference to its end—
God himself—and with reference to the individual that is its
subject. We are to love more those who are more holy (and
therefore closer to God), and we are also to love more those
who are more closely connected to us by ties of consanguinity
and marriage. Furthermore, we are obliged to love those who
are closely connected with us more than those who are pre-
eminently holy, although in the life to come, this priority will
be reversed (2aZae 26.7,12) .

In other words, Thomas’ rationale for setting forth the order
of charity in the way that he does is both moral and theologi-
cal. On the moral side, Thomas asserts that human duty and
inclination ought to follow the ordering set by the primary
human relationships of marriage and consanguinity (compare
lalae 100.5). Grace and charity could never contradict this
reasonable ordering of human life. (Aund that is, of course, a



THE ORDER OF CHARITY IN AQUINAS 201

theological assumption). To the contrary, Thomas even says
that it would be an injustice if one were to attempt to love
someone out of charity less than that individual ought to be
loved (2a2ae 44.8) . His primary theological rationale actually
contradicts what Outka identifies as the theoclogical founda-
tion for a commitment to equal regard, namely the claim that
all persons are equal in God’s eyes.* Of course, in one sense,
Thomas does not deny this; all persons are equally situated
before God, in the sense of being radically dependent upon him
for whatever gifts of nature and grace they may possess, to
say nothing of their very existence. But in another sense, ac-
cording to Thomas, persons are importantly unequal in God’s
eyes. Some are manifestly holier, more God-like, than others,
and this, Thomas insists, is due solely to the fact that God be-
stows different degrees of charity on different persons, without
any predisposing differences at all on the part of the persons
themselves (lalae 1124, cf. I 12.6). In other words, for
Thomas some persons are holier than others because God loves
them more; it is not the case, as we might expect, that God
loves some persons more because of their greater holiness. And
he concludes that our charity should follow the order of God’s
own charity by loving more those who are holier because God
loves them more (although in this life we are obligated to love
our relatives and countrymen most of all).

At first glance, these explanations seem reasonable enough.
But on further reflection, they are not fully persuasive. Take
Thomas’ appeal to the natural order of the affections. Just be-
cause charity cannot contradiet the rational ordering of human
life, it hardly follows that it must follow it exactly. We might
just as well say that charity transcends and supercedes the
natural affections without destroying them, admitting perhaps
with Augustine that proximity will naturally largely deter-
mine the degree to which we express charity te others. Neither
is Thomas’ theological rationale wholly convincing. It depends
on a selective emphasis; he places greater weight on the fact

4 Outka, pp. 158-158.
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that God bestows different degrees of grace on different indi-
viduals, rather than emphasizing the absolute equality of
neediness before God that we all share. These considerations
do not imply that Thomas’ account of charity is necessarily
defective, but they do press us to look for a deeper rationale
underlying his explanations in 2a2ae26.6.

2. Non dicam wvos servos, sed amicos meos

One possible explanation for Thomas’ cheerful acceptance of
inequality in charity may be found in his appropriation of
Aristotle. After all, Aristotle was not exactly egalitarian, as is
well known. This hunch gains in plausibility when we realize
that the political and religious tradition of the medieval West,
nearly up until Thomas’ own time, was not Aristotelian—it
took its primary philosophical cues from Cicero and Roman
Stoicism—and it was committed to the fundamental equality
of all persons.®

And it is my contention that this hunch is correct—but not
in the way that our knowledge of Aristotle would lead us to
expect. For whatever else he may borrow from the Philos-
opher, Thomas never, to my knowledge, appropriates his claim
that some persons are fundamentally and categorically in-
ferior to others in their capacities for reason and virtue. He
comes dangerously close to asserting the natural inferiority of
women (1a 92.1 ad 2), but what he seems to mean here is
that women are generally less prudent than men, and not, as
Aristotle claimed, that we lack practical reason altogether.
Elsewhere he flatly asserts what Aristotle denied, namely that
men and women are equal with respect to possession of an in-
tellectual nature (la 944 ad 1). He also asserts that women
and men are equals in the act of marriage (2a2ae 32.8 ad 2),
a claim that Aristotle would never have made, even with quali-
fications. In any case, Thomas’ enumeration of the order of
charity does not in any way follow Aristotle’s tripartite divi-

5 A. J. Carlyle, A History of Mediaeval Political Theory in the West, vol.
1 (of 6}, 3d ed. (Edinburgh: William Blackwood and Sons, Ltd.), pp. 1-13.
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sion of the human race into superiors and inferiors (masters
and slaves, fathers and children, men and women; see the
Politics, 1259a 35-1259b 20) .

So the importance of Aristotle for Thomas’ account of char-
ity cannot be found in the Politics, or at least not in the in-
famous first book, where we might at first have been inclined
to look. But when we examine the beginning of Thomas’
treatise on charity (2a%ae 23), we find another aspect of Aris-
totle’s thought on prominent display. Thomas begins that
question by asking whether charity is a form of friendship, and
after setting forth the obvious objections, he affirms that char-
ity is indeed a form of friendship, as the words of Christ indi-
cate: “Now I do not call you my servants, but my friends ”
(John 15:15) . Hence, Thomas concludes, charity is essentially
friendship with God.

It is tempting to take this statement as a metaphor for a
relationship that cannot be expressed otherwise than by poetie
allusion. And this conclusion would seem at first to be rein-
forced by Aristotle’s insistence that friendship presupposes
equality and mutuality. That friendship which is based on
the mutually acknowledged virtue of both parties “is perfect
both in respect of duration and in all other respects, and in it
each gets from each in all respects the same as, or something
like what, he gives; which is what ought to happen between
friends ” (Nicomachean Ethics, 1156b 30-35). But the in-
ferior kinds of friendship also imply equality and reciprocity
(NE 1158b 1-10). A kind of friendship is possible between
superiors and inferiors, but only on the basis of a proportional
equality, within which each is loved and valued in proportion
to his or her merits (NE 1158b 10-30) . And if there is a very
great gap between two parties, friendship between them is not
possible at all; most certainly, we cannot enjoy friendship with
the deity (NVE 1158b 30-1159a10) .

Nonetheless, for Thomas, the claim that charity makes us
friends of God is no metaphor; he means it literally. In spite
of his strong sense of the infinite gap between creature and
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creator (and no one has a higher doctrine of God), Thomas
takes the Aristotelian conception of friendship as the frame-
work for his account of charity. In 2a2a 28.1, he assures us
that charity is true friendship because it is based on mutual
communication between God and the justified (cf. 2a2ae 24.2) .
The friendship in charity that we enjoy with other persons is
grounded in our primary relationship with God, since neighbor-
love in charity is based on an actual or potential sharing in
communion with God (2a2ae 25.1, 6,8,12). Of course, the
friendship of charity is unique, not least because one party
alone creates the very possibility for the friendship; that is,
God creates friendship with the justified by so transforming
the human soul that it becomes, in some sense, connatural to
God (2a2%ae 23.2), and united to him without any inter-
mediary (2a2ae 23.6. 27.4; 1a%ae 66.6) . Elsewhere, Thomas
speaks even more strongly. Through the theological virtues
(faith, hope, and charity), we become partakers in the divine
nature (lalae 62.1). Through charity, we enjoy “a certain
familiar colloquy ” (quaedam familiaris conversatio) with God
(lalae 65.5). Still more strongly, the grace of God, by which
faith, hope and charity are bestowed, can be said to deify
(deificet) us (1la2ae 112.1). In short, charity can be described
as the friendship of men and women for God, because charity
itself transforms its subjects into participants in the very mind
and will of God.

It follows that for Thomas, charity functions as the supreme
organizing principle in the personality of the justified, by
which not only all of their actions, but all their desires and
impulses, are directed to God (2a2ae 28.3,7). Through char-
ity, the individual is enabled to participate in the very mind
and will of God, not in order to apply a predetermined set of
injunctions, but to grasp intuitively what God’s will for that
individual is in any given situation (2a2ae 45.1,2). In short,
charity transforms not only the behavior, but also the motiva-
tions for behavior in the justified. And so, we would expect
that charity is especially characterized by the attitudinal and
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affective status that it brings about in its subject, as well as by
the kinds of actions that it requires. Thomas’ treatise on char-
ity indicates that charity is indeed characterized by attitudes
of joy, peace and compassion as well as by the exterior acts
of mercy and fraternal correction (2a2ae 27-30).

Once we see that for Thomas, charity necessarily transforms
the whole personality, including the affections, his remarks on
the order of charity become more intelligible. As was noted
above, Thomas explicitly rejects the suggestion that the sec-
ond precept of love enjoins that all be loved equally, but per-
mits differential expressions of love in accordance with persons’
differing circumstances. Of course, as Outka notes, even the
staunchest egalitarians will admit that expressions of neigh-
bor-love can and should vary in accordance with persons’ spe-
cial needs, their proximity to us, and so on.® The fact that
Thomas rejects this interpretation indicates clearly that he
does not conceive of charity as equivalent to equal regard,
But then what does he mean when he refers to different de-
grees of love? Apparently, he is referring in part to the differ-
ent degrees of emotional responses that different persons should
generate in us, responses of joy in their life and happiness,
peace in their presence, and merecy for their misfortunes and
shortcomings. In other words, Thomas seems to be saying that
it is natural and right that we should feel greater love for our
intimates, and for those who are more lovable to us because of
their holiness, than for strangers and scoundrels. Because char-
ity essentially includes felt responses as well as exterior actions,
a difference in the degree of felt love is a difference in the de-
gree of charity itself.

But at the same time, Thomas recognizes that affective re-
sponses are nothing but sham sentiment, unless they are ex-
pressed in action. The primary act of charity is of course to
love (2a2ae 27). Beyond that, Thomas discusses other kinds
of actions that are specifications of this primary act with re-
spect to our neighbor, including the so-called corporeal and

8 Qutka, pp. 19-20,
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spiritual acts of mercy, together with fraternal correction
(2aZae 27, 31-33) . And Thomas’ analysis of the order of char-
ity informs the account that he gives of these precepts.

In order to appreciate the normative role that Thomas’
analysis of the order of charity plays in his discussion of the
exterior acts of charity, it is necessary to realize that most of
the exterior precepts of charity that he identifies are positive
precepts; they enjoin us to do something. But positive pre-
cepts involve a special problem, because taken literally, they
enjoin ceaseless activity unless carefully delimited .Thomas is
well aware of this problem. He is therefore careful to specify
the positive precepts of charity as precisely as possible, so as
not to risk leaving them so general that we might well give up
on trying to obey them at all. And by and large, he specifies
these precepts by reference to the order of charity. And so
we read in his discussion of beneficence that while we should
be prepared to help out anyone at all, “if we have time to
spare,” charity does not require that we try literally to do good
to each individual person. Rather, the strict obligations of
beneficence are specified by the requirements of time, place,
and circamstance (2a2ae 31.2) . He then goes on (in 32.3) to
explain that the obligations of beneficence are specified by
reference to the different degrees of proximity of the persons
whom we might help; and these degrees are specified in turn
by the different kinds of connection and proximity that persons
have to one another. In other words, the order of charity de-
termines (roughly) the concrete circumstances in which posi-
tive promotion of another’s good is obligatory rather than
supererogatory. (He also recognizes that the prior claim that
intimates have on us can be overridden by the claims of any-
one, even a stranger, in extreme and urgent need.) Similar
considerations help to fix the circumstances in wheih we are
obliged to perform material or spiritual acts of mercy (2a%ae
32.9; cf. 26.8,32.5) .

Thomas’ claim that love of self takes priority over love of
neighbor calls for special attention in this context, because it
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is in his discussion of the acts of charity that this surprising
claim reveals its normative cash value. Unlike later authors
who hold that self-love and agape are radically opposed,”
Thomas asserts that self-love takes precedence over every
other obligation of charity except the love of God (2a2ae 26.4) .
He seems to regard this priority as a kind of conceptual nec-
essity; one’s own union with God, on which charity is based,
is necessarily more immediate and compelling than the unity
in common blessedness on which love of neighbor is based. But
necessary or not, this priority has some important conse-
quences. First of all, the individual should not let anything,
including concern for another’s spiritual well-being, lead him
or her to destroy through sin the friendship that he or she has
with God (2a2ae 48.7) . Moreover, he or she should not even
forego spiritual goods above and beyond what is necessary to
salvation in order to prevent scandal, although in such a case,
he or she might be required to postpone these goods or to en-
joy them in secret (ibid.) . Even with respect to material goods,
no one is required to undergo great hardship, or to give up the
standard of living customary to his or her station in life, in
order to benefit another (except in the case of the other’s ex-
treme and mortal need; 2a2ae 32.6) . Finally, the individual
should rejoice in himself or herself and in the union with God
that he or she enjoys; sloth and envy would seem to be sins
against self-love, because they consist in sorrowing over one’s
own spiritual or material gifts as inadequate (2a%ae 385.1;
36.1).

Clearly, charity taken in itself cannot be equated with equal
regard for Thomas. It more nearly resembles what Outka de-
scribes as mutuality, in its emphasis on the affective and rela-
tional components of Christian love.® Even so, charity does
include many of the recurrent features of Christian neighbor
love as equal regard. For Thomas, no one is excluded from
charity, or from the scope of the perpetual willingness to serve

7 Qutka, pp. 55-62.
8 Qutka, pp- 34-44,
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the neighbor that charity includes. This attitude of ready con-
cern for the other follows from what charity is, and therefore
it is independent, both of the neighbor’s attractiveness and of
the presence of a response from him or her (2a2ae 25.8). (And
in the latter respect, charity is different from mutuality as the
authors examined by Outka understand it.) It is important to
note that while charity is ordered on the basis of special rela-
tions for Thomas, these special relations themselves are defined
by the exigencies of justice, and their natural and supernatural
demands do not depend upon the inclinations or the personal
relationships of the persons involved. Thus, neighbor love is
stable and permanent for Thomas, as it is for proponents of
equal regard; the degree of love appropriate to a particular
person may change, if the relationship to that person is legi-
timately changed; but love should remain in some degree
through all the vicissitudes of inclination, offense and change
in the other.

3. Love and Justice

Tt is impossible to have an accurate idea of Thomas’ con-
ception of Christian love, without taking account of the rela-
tionship between Christian love and justice as he sees it. And
that relationship is difficult to sort out, because for Thomas,
the ideal of justice does approximate a notion of equal regard.
For him, the central tenets of justice are non-maleficence and
the fulfillment of special obligations (1aZae 100.5). When
these tenets are spelled out, in the treatise on justice (2a2ae
57-122), it becomes apparent that for him, all persons are
owed equal regard at least in the sense of equal immunity from
serious harm and certain kinds of coercion, and equal claim on
the necessities of life in situations of dire need. These immuni-
ties can be forfeited through acts of agression against the com-
munity or its members. Even in such cases, however, private
individuals do not have the authority to punish the malefac-
tors; only the state, which represents the community as a
whole, may do so (2a2ae 64.3). Hence, even criminals, who
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forfeit their claim to immunity from harm, still do not lose
their fundamental equality with other individuals.

Certainly, there is at least a prima facie incongruity between
the egalitarian thrust of Thomas’ analysis of justice, and the
sharply inegalitarian delineation of the order of charity. And
yet, it will not do to assume that Thomas anticipates those
later Christian thinkers who claim that justice and Christian
love are finally opposed. Not only does he insist that charity
is the form of all the moral virtues, and that it requires them
for its own exercise (laZae 65.2,3), he explicitly says that the
virtues that regulate external actions (including primarily
justice) are necessary to prevent the impediment to charity
that would be presented by an aversion to God’s justice (2a2ae
44.1) . Elsewhere, he upholds the order of charity by arguing
that its violation would be an injustice to those to whom we
owe special duties (2a2ae 44.8); in other words, he assumes
that justice places constraints on the proper exercise of charity.
Further complications are introduced by the fact that appar-
ently, charity and justice have the same first precepts, that is,
the two great commandments (1a2ae 100.3 ad 1; 2a2ae 44.1-3) .
This would seem to suggest that charity and justice are some-
how equivalent, or at least that justice is not possible without
charity. And yet, we find repeated instances in which Thomas
says or implies that moral virtue, and justice specifically, can
be attained without charity or divine grace. At 1a2ae 65.2, he
asks whether moral virtue can exist without charity, and he
replies by distinguishing between perfect virtue, which cannot
exist without charity, and imperfect virtue, which can. It is
important not to be misled by Thomas’ terminology. By per-
fect virtue, he does not seem to be referring to a purer or more
complete morality, but simply to a morality that is directed
through charity to the final, supernatural end of human life.
Imperfect virtue is quite adequate to direct us to the natural
happiness that is proportionate to human life, in accordance
with what our destiny would have been if God had not in fact
called us to union with himself; moral virtue on this level can



210 JEAN PORTER

be and sometimes in fact is attained without charity (cf. 1a2ae
62.1, 2a2ae 23.7) . Hence, the acquired moral virtues are regu-
lated by natural reason (la2ae 58.2,4; 61.2; 62.1,2, cf. 1a2ae
18.5, 100.1, 110.3), and they remain as dispositions to good-
ness even after mortal sin (2a2ae 63.2). Undoubtedly, the
capacity to carry out the naturally known precepts of morality
has been weakened as a result of sin, and no one can do so
perfectly without grace (laZae 109.2,4). But these texts do
not say that without grace, we are incapable of fulfilling the
precepts of morality at ell, and Thomas says elsewhere that
sin does not completely destroy the capacity for moral judg-
ment (2a2ae 33.5; cf. 2a2ae 85.1) . Finally, he specifically says
that the fundamental precepts of justice, for example the norm
of non-maleficence, are self-evident to the natural reason
(1a2ae 100.3) . These remarks indicate that for Thomas, jus-
tice is neither equivalent to, nor derived from, charity.

Or at least, acquired justice is not derived from charity, nor
does it require grace for its exercise. For Thomas makes a
general distinction between acquired and infused moral virtues
that illuminates his conception of the relation between Chris-
tian love and justice. In order to understand this admittedly
difficult distinction, it is necessary to recall that charity, like
the theoclogical virtues generally, differs from the moral virtues
precisely in that the former direct their subjects to direct
union with God, whereas the latter direct their subjects to
ways of flourishing that are proportionate to our human na-
ture (lalae 62.1). As such, the latter can be acquired by our
own powers, through habitual behavior directed by a reasoned
conception of human flourishing. But Thomas also insists that
charity integrates all the components of the subject’s person-
ality by directing them to the individual’s true end, union with
God (2a2ae 23.8; cf. 2a2ae 45.1). Correlatively, true charity
cannot exist unless the diverse inclinations and desires that
make up the human psyche are habitually oriented in some
way towards union with God (lalae 65.3, 2a2ae 44.1). These
considerations lead Thomas to say that in addition to the theo-



THE ORDER OF CHARITY IN AQUINAS 211

logical virtues (including charity), the justified possess virtues
that parallel the ordinary (acquired) moral virtues, but differ
from ordinary moral virtues in that the dispositions and ac-
tions that they generate are directed to union with God (cf.
la2ae 63.4). Because these virtues are directed towards a
supernatural end, they cannot be acquired by human action
(even by the justified) and must be infused in us directly by
God (1a2ae 63.3). All those who have charity also possess all
the moral virtues in this way, even though bad habits prevent
many from exercising their infused virtues consistently or
easily (2a2ae 65.3, esp. ad. 2,3).

As a theological psychology, Thomas’ discussion of acquired
and infused moral virtues is both fascinating and problematic,
but we cannot go into its complexities here. The significance of
this discussion for our purposes lies in its relevance to the
question of the normative content of justice as it is informed
by Christian love. For while Thomas argues that the infused
virtues belong to a different species than the corresponding
acquired virtues, in that they are directed to different ends
(1a2ae 63.4), he also seems to say that the corresponding
infused and acquired virtues have the same normative content
(2a2ae 23.8) . Nonetheless, Thomas’ conception of the rela-
tionship between the central norms of justice as presented in
the Decalogue, and the two great love commandments, ap-
pears to shift as he considers justice in itself, or justice in-
formed by charity. At 1a2ae 100.3, he does say that the norms
of the Decalogue are derived from the love commandments, but
he is clearly thinking of justice as either infused or acquired,
since he remarks that these precepts are evident to everyone
either through nature or through grace. He goes on to specify
that the way in which natural reason grasps the second love
commandment, is through its apprehension that we ought to
fulfill our special obligations and not to harm anyone. In the
treatise on justice, he is more exact; the norms of the Deca-
logue are not derived from the two great love commandments
'(which in this context refer to the precepts of charity specifi-
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cally), but they are directed to them—at least, in the justified
(2a2ae 122.1). In the same article, and subsequently in that
question, he refers to the same principles of non-maleficence
and fulfillment of obligation that he equates with natural love
in 1a2ae 100.5. On the other hand, the precepts of Christian
love that are specifically associated with charity include far
more in the way of obligations of positive promotion of others’
well-being than do the precepts of bare justice. Thus, in
Outka’s terms, infused justice serves as the guardian and check
on the special relations generation by charity, even though it
is not their direct inspiration.®

Conclusions

At the beginning of this essay, it was suggested that an ex-
amination of Thomas’ account of charity could pay off in a
deeper understanding of Christian love, as well as of Thomas’
own thought. Let me conclude by suggesting two points on
which Thomas can instruct us today.

First of all, he reminds us that it is impossible to give an
adequate account of Christian neighbor-love without also giv-
ing a careful account of love for God. That is, the second com-
mandment cannot be spelled out except in terms of its rela-
tionship to the first commandment. Not only does the love of
God give Christian neighbor-love its context and point, and
possibly its justification (as it certainly does for Thomas), it
can also substantively affect its content.

Secondly, Thomas reminds us that our agenda and the cate-
gories generated by that agenda cannot be applied without
remainder to the thought of those who worked out of different
concerns. We have already noted that Thomas’ conception of
charity cannot be characterized neatly in terms of either mutu-
ality or equal regard—though as Outka observes, these dis-
tinctions are not maintained sharply in contemporary thought,

s Qutka, p. 274,
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either.’® More interestingly, the current distinction between
virtue-based ethical systems and rule-based ethical systems
cannot be applied to Thomas, either. For him, true moral
rectitude is necessarily grounded in the orientation of the
whole personality that charity creates; and yet, charity can-
not be exercised, or even exist, unless the moral rules generated
by right reason are observed. The scope of this essay does not
permit a fuller exploration of this issue; I raise it here to indi-
cate that even now, Thomas” moral thought can be brought to
bear on present-day discussions in unexpected ways.™*

10 Qutka, p. 36.

11T am indebted to Margaret Farley, Gene Outka and William Werpe-
howski for their comments on earlier drafts of this essay. Douglas A. Witt,
a student in the Graduate Department of Religion at Vanderbilt University,
prepared an invaluable bibliography on this and related subjects.
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I
MONG THE QUESTIONS the philosopher considers,

none perhaps is more important than that of the

good life.” This question looks for the distinguishing
marks of a life which is fully human and which constitutes the
actualization of one’s uniquely human potential. For the an-
cient philosophers, such a life was considered the highest good
that one could achieve, the end and the raison d’ etre of one’s
activity. This end was known as happiness.

As a Christian theologian well versed in the writings of the
ancients, Thomas Aquinas also had occasion to reflect on the
nature of happiness. His inquiry possessed a dimension which
was completely lacking to the ancients, namely, the belief that
man is destined to enjoy the ‘face to face’ vision of God.
Thomas left no doubt that this, man’s most ultimate end, was
to be possessed after death through the gifts of grace. On the
other hand, in his Sententia Libri Ethicorum he gives Aristotle
his due, commenting with approval on many of Aristotle’s con-
clusions. In his discussion of happiness in the Summa Theo-
logiae, one can also find the Philosopher’s doctrine of hap-
piness, here distinguished from supernatural beatitude as im-
perfect from perfect beatitude.

Are we to assume then that inquiry into the nature of hap-
piness is twofold, admitting of a theological and philosophical
dimension? A philosopher would, on this showing, be con-
cerned with the natural, albeit imperfect, end and the theo-
logian with the supernatural end of man.

Many philosophers within the Thomistic tradition have
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been comfortable with this assumption. Recently, for example,
John Finnis has stated,

St. Thomas very plainly says, the task of ‘considering and de-
termining the ultimate end of human life and human affairs’ be-
longs to the principle practical science; Aristotle called it ethics
and Thomas moral philosophy.

Others do not share Finnis’ confidence in this regard. Alan
Donagan, for example, argues to the contrary that Thomas’
final word on the end of man was that Aristotle was simply
mistaken. According to Donagan, Thomas

saved Aristotle’s thesis that the ultimate end of human life is
eudaimonia by two drastic amendments. First, he reinterpreted
eudaimonia as what he called beatitudo: the total satisfaction of
desires of an intellectual creature by a vision of God’s essence. . . .
Secondly, he denied that human beings could either attain beati-
tudo, or even learn what it really is, except by grace.?

If Donagan is correct, then the philosopher is clearly not
competent to discuss the end of man, since the consideration
of supernatural beatitude lies beyond the power of unaided
reason,

Finnis recognizes the distinction between perfect and imper-
fect beatitude, and his position need only entail that it is the
latter which is the concern of philosophy proper. However,
although the notion of ‘imperfect beatitude’ served well
Thomas’ purpose of integrating the thought of the Philosopher
within the framework of Christian theology, the fact remains
that Thomas did not disengage this notion from its theological
context. That is to say, he did mnot carry out an explicit
treatment of imperfect beatitude as the natural end of man.
In itself, this need not imply that such an inquiry is impos-
sible or ill-conceived. Nevertheless, the notion of ‘imperfect
beatitude’ (construed as some sort of natural end of man

1% Practical Reasoning, Human Goods, and the End of Man ”, Proceedings
of the American Catholic Philosophical Society, v. 58, 1984, p. 26.

2 Human Ends and Humon Actions (Milwaukee: Marquette University
Press, 1985), p. 38.
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amenable to philosophical treatment), is still quite problem-
atic; and Finnis himself has recognized the difficulty.

Happiness signified, even for Aristotle, a good which is per-
fect and in every way final® Finnis observes that “the ‘ per-
fect,” the ‘fully satisfactory,” is what the concept of eudai-
monia/beatitudo is about; an °imperfect beatitude’ is, by
definition, a state which is not © adequate to the aspiration of
human nature’.”* Thus, the very concept of ¢ imperfect hap-
piness’ appears at best to be paradoxical, at worst self-con-
tradictory—at least to the philosopher. This is not to say that
it is absolutely meaningless; for it makes perfect sense within
the context of Thomas’ theological synthesis. In this case, how-
ever, Thomas® use of the phrase ®beatitudo imperfecta’ ap-
pears bound to its original theological context inasmuch as its
meaning depends upon an implicit reference to a beatitude
which is perfect and truly final. The only appropriate and
meaningful response to the question concerning the end of
man, it seems, is theological in nature and dependent upon
Revelation. Must one, then, return to Donagan’s position?
Does Thomas save Aristotle’s doctrine of happiness, but only
in such a way that “the thesis ceases to be a philosophical
onep ' ®

II

The principal intention of the following essay is to defend
the legitimacy of developing a philosophical doctrine of hap-
piness construed as the natural end of man. Conflict over the
status of the natural end of man is not confined to very recent
thinkers within or responding to the Thomistic tradition; so
I will first review the case against this position as it developed

8 “ eudaimonian de telos kai teleion tithemen pante pantos” (Nicoma-
chean Ethics, Bk. 1. 10, 1101a 18-20.) The Latin translation that Thomas
used reads: *felicitatem autem finem et perfectum ponimus omnino modo.”
(Sententia Libri Hthicorum, ed. Leonine [Rome: 19691, v. 47, prt. 1, p. 58,
11. 18-19.)

4 Finnis, p. 26.

5 Donagan, p. 39.



218 KEVIN M. STALEY

throughout the mid-1900’s, at which time the possibility of
man’s having a natural end was strongly attacked in both
theological and philosophical quarters. I will then respond to
this attack, and my strategy is threefold. First, I will show
that the concept of a ‘ purely natural end’ attacked during
this period is not the concept of the natural end of man which
is found in the Thomistic corpus. Secondly, I will attempt to
clear away the confusion this caused by arguing that Thomas
uses the terms € happiness’ and ‘end’ in an analogical as op-
posed to a univocal mode of signification. Finally, T will at-
tempt to give some content to the analogical use of these
terms by articulating proper proportionalities which bind to-
gether their use in both theological and philosophical contexts.
In this way, I hope to have defended the possibility and de-
fined the subject matter of philosophical account of happiness
along Thomistic lines, to have indicated both its distinctness
from and compatibility with its theological counterpart, and
to have shed some light on more recent controversy.

Iir

In the late 1940s and early ’50s, the compatibility of speak-
ing about a natural end for man with Thomas’ theology of
supernatural beatitude received considerable attention. In-
terest in this topic was revitalized by Father Henri de Lubaec.
In his work entitled Surnaturel, de Lubac developed an ex-
tensive critique of the notion of the ‘supernatural ’ in the his-
tory of Christian theology. He observed that for the past four
centuries theologians had become accustomed to considering
the possibility of man’s being ordered to a purely natural end.
In their eyes, the beatific vision was a supernatural end to just
the extent that it fell outside or above man’s orientation to an
otherwise natural end. Although all maintained that this
natural end had been replaced in the course of man’s historical
relationship with God, its existence as an hypothetical possibil-
ity was considered quite significant for a proper understanding
of man’s acquired destiny; for without it, the significance of
the term °supernatural’ would become unintelligible.
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De Lubac sharply criticized this understanding of the super-
natural, claiming that it was at odds with the more traditional
teachings of the Fathers of the Church. More to the point of
the present discussion, de Lubac argued that Thomas Aquinas
himself had never allowed for a purely natural end of this
sort. Distilled to its essential premises, de Lubac’s argument
proceeds as follows: Man has a natural desire for the vision of
God; and his natural desire will not rest until he actually
possesses an intimate knowledge of the divine essence. But a
natural desire is not in vain. Therefore, the end of man les
in the ¢ face to face’ vision of God, and nothing short of the
vision of God. Man has, therefore, no natural end, only per-
fect beatitude.® According to de Lubac, perfect beatitude is
supernatural only in as much as a) its object is the transcend-
ent being of God, and b) the means of its attainment lie be-
yond the capabilities of man’s own efforts;” but this does not
imply that man could have been created with any other end
short of the vision of God.

Thomas® discussion of the end of man in the Summa Theo-
logiae lends support to de Lubac’s position. He argues that
man naturally desires to know. But perfect knowledge requires
that one know the essence of the object known. Now from his
knowledge of the world man can arrive at a knowledge of the
existence of God as cause. Nevertheless, in knowing that such
a cause exists, man naturally desires to know its essence. In
this way man naturally desires to know the divine essence.
However, this knowledge is impossible in the natural order;
for God can not be known through any created species.
Human desire can not, then, come to term until man is imme-
diately united with God. Therefore, man’s happiness and end
is to be found only in the ‘ face to face’ vision of the blessed.®

6 Surnaturel (Paris: Aubier, 1946), p. 469.

7 de Lubac, p. 454.

8% 8% dgitur intellectus humanus, cognoscens essentiam alicujus effectus
creati, non cognoscat de Deo nisi an est, nondum perfectio ejus attingit sim-
pliciter ad ceousam primam, sed remanet ei adhuc naturale desiderium in-
quiriendi causam. Unde nondum est perfecte beatus. Ad perfectam igitur
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In 1949, three years after the publication of de Lubac’s
study, another argument against the legitimacy of positing a
natural end of man appeared on the North American continent.
Joseph Buckley claimed to have demonstrated the non-exist-
ence of a natural, determinate end for man in light of Thomas’
fundamental presuppositions concerning the formal object of
rational appetite, or the will, and of the characteristics of the
end adequate to this faculty. Buckley argues that any last
end “must adequate the nature and exhaust the capacity of
the will.” ®* However, there is no one good or collection of
goods in the natural order which are fully adequate to the
universal and infinite potency of the will, which, according to
Thomas, is ordered to universal goodness, the bonum univer-
sale. While the infinite being of God is adequate to and even
surpasses the formal object of the will, this is the case only
when He is seen in His essence. Naturally man knows only
that God is infinitely good, he does not know and enjoy God
formally as infinite goodness. Therefore, there is no natural
end for man.

Buckley also argues that every end must be decisively
terminative. “1It is that at which intention begins and with
the attainment of which the progressive desire of limited, con-
crete goods, as well as execution stops.”** Simply put, any end
worthy of the name must so completely satisfy desire that
nothing is left to be desired or pursued in action. This is the
case, according to Buckley, only when both the human in-
tellect in the face of Truth itself, and the human will at the
contact of Goodness itself, are necessarily and totally ar-

beatitudinem requiritur quod intellectus pertingat ad ipsam essentiam primae
causa. Bt sic perfectionem suam habebit per unionem ed Deum sicut ad ob-
jectum, in quo solo beatitudo hominis consistit” (ST la2ae q. 3, a. 8, ¢.)
The Latin text for citations from the Summe Theologiae is taken from the
Blackiriar’s bilingual edition. (London: Eyre and Spottiswoode Limited,
1966)

9 Man’s Last End (St. Louis and London: B, Herder Book Co., 1949),
p- 165.

10 Buckley, p. 170.
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rested.” ** But again there are no determinate goods in the
natural order capable of terminating that desire whose object
is the bonum universale. Buckley concludes that man’s end in
the natural order is nothing more than the vague and abstract
good, happiness in general, which is concrete and determinate
only to the extent that it can be indefinitely realized in a
plurality of finite goods. To this extent it is neither final nor
complete; it is not an end at all.

Buckley’s position also finds textual support. In the Summa
Theologiae, 1a2ae q.1, a.5, Thomas asks whether it is possible
that man have several ultimate ends. He argues that each
thing desires its ultimate end as that which perfects and com-
pletes it. Man’s ultimate end must therefore be complete in
the sense that it completely satisfies this desire. If two such
ends were desired, then neither would be truly ultimate; for
each would possess something that the other lacked. Conse-
quently neither would alone completely satisfy desire, which
is the mark of an end which is absolutely ultimate. In the
eighth article of this same question Thomas argues that the
natural object or end of human willing is the universal good.
Therefore, nothing can completely satisfy man’s desire which
does not comprehend universal goodness. But this is found
only in God; for all creatures possess goodness only by par-
ticipation. Only God is Goodness simply and per se. The true
end of man is therefore one and consists in nothing less than
the attainment of God Himself.

Both Buckley and de Lubac agree, then, that man has no
natural end, though they do so for different reasons. Buckley
denies de Lubac’s central premise, namely that man has a
natural desire or positive ordination to the batific vision.*?

11 Buckley, p. 218.

12 Buckley, pp. 89-95; p. 180 n. 20. Following John of St. Thomas, Buck-
ley argues that man has only an obediential capacity in regard supernatural
beatitude. An obediential capacity is merely non-repugnance to elevation.
There is no positive ordination to this end; rather, it is only the case that
God’s elevating man to a vision of Himself involves no inherent contradic-
tion. Man’s natural desire, according to Buckley, is only for the good as



222 KEVIN M. STALEY

Nevertheless, the disproportion between the formal object of
willing, the bonum universale, and any good obtainable within
the natural order, is sufficient to show that whatever goodness
man can achieve naturally will leave his desire unsatisfied. If
the notion of an end implies the complete satisfaction of de-
sire, then there can be no natural end for man. According to
de Lubac, on the other hand, man does possess a natural de-
sire for the vision of God’s essence, though he can not attain
it on his own. If a natural desire for an ultimate end implies
that such an end must be proportionate to the nature in ques-
tion, then it is simply the case, according to de Lubac, that for
Thomas man is not a thing of nature: “ Cest cette ouverture
a un ordre qui le dépasse, qui témoigne de la noblesse de la
nature humaine et la différencie radicalement de °choses
naturelles’.” **

The notion of a ¢ pure nature’ had a special value for theo-
logians defining and defending the supernatural character and
the gratuity of God’s gift of the beatific vision. If the state of
pure nature is an impossibility, it would appear that God,
though free to create such beings as man, is bound to confer
upon them a necessary ordination to personal and intimate
knowledge of Himself. The great majority of the opposition
to Fr. de Lubac’s position from theological corners, including
Buckley’s, turns on the issue of divine freedom.** De Lubac

such an unspecified yet indefinitely specifiable objeet (p. 192). From its
inception, controversy concerning the natural end of man was closely as-
sociated with a discussion of man’s natural desire for God. See BE. Elter’s
“De natureli hominis beatitudine ad mentem antiguioris ” (Gregorianum
IX, pp. 269-306). This was also the case in the late 1940’s and early 1950’s.
See, for example, William O’Connor’s The Hternal Quest (New York: Long-
man’s Green & Co., 1947). Tracing the precise relationship between these
independent, yet closely related, discussions is well beyond the scope of the
present study. Here it is sufficient to have shown that there is good reason
to suppose that there is no natural end of man whether one holds (with de
Lubac) that man has a natural desire for God, or (with Buckley) argues
to the contrary.

13 De Lubac, p. 454,

14 For an extensive introduction to the variety of theologecial responses
which de Lubac’s work evoked, see Philip J. Donnelly, * Discussions on the
Supernatural Order,” Theological Studies, 9 (1948), pp. 213-249.
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contends that this gratuity can be explained on other grounds.
Whether his defense is successful or whether one adopts Buck-
ley’s position instead, a purely philosophical suspicion remains
given their common conclusion, namely, is there not in Thomas
at least the formal necessity that man have a natural end, a
necessity which can be demonstrated by appealing to the role
which the concept of nature plays in his metaphysics, epistem-
ology, and moral philosophy?

There is no need to belabor the centrality of the notion of
nature in Thomas’ philosophy. Suffice it to say that nature
serves as a primary prineiple in the structure of created being,
as the principle of its development and operation (including all
causal activity), as the foundation of its intelligibility, and as
the measure of what is appropriate or inappropriate for any
given being. Without the concept of nature, it is difficult, if
not impossible, to account for the limitation of esse in crea-
tures, the reality of secondary efficient causality, the intelligi-
bility of the objects within experience, and, in the case of man,
the possibility of a natural morality including such notions as
natural virtue, law, and state.’ But the concept of nature is
unintelligible apart from the notion of an end proportionate
to that nature. The intelligibility of natures is dependent upon
this finality because we know natures from the fact that they
constantly and regularly tend to definite acts and objects.'

15 See W. Farrel and M. Adler, ¢ The Theory of Democracy Part III: The
End of the State—Happiness ”, The Thomist, 4 (1942), pp. 121-181. Adler
and Farrel argue that if there is no natural end of man which is genuinely
final and distinet from both the common good and supernatural beatitude,
then the inequalities of various forms of government in regard to political
justice become unintelligible (pp. 127-128). Their proof that such an end
exists turns precisely on the “naturalness” of the state (pp. 132-136). Al-
though its publication predated that of Surnaturel, it spoke directly to the
issue and still remains one of the most comprehensive studies of the spe-
cific implications of the doctrine of the natural end of man for political
philosophy.

16 See Gerard Smith, “The Natural End of Man,” Proceedings of the
American Catholic Philosophical Association, 23 (1948), pp. 47-61. De
Lubac’s work raised so much controversy that discussion of the end of man
was chosen as the central theme for the meeting of the American Catholie
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Causal eflicacy depends upon finality, because every agent
acts in view of its proper end.”” Natural morality obviously
depends upon such finality, for the moral order depends upon
a right perception of the end.®* From the perspective of
Thomas’ philosophical account of the matter, it seems neces-
sary to posit both natures and ends proportionate to these na-
tures. There is not, however, any proportion between man’s
nature and the vision of God as He is in Himself. Therefore,
since no creature is without a nature, and no nature without a
proportionate end, man must have some natural end fitted to
his innate powers and capabilities. Here lies the philosopher’s
confidence that Thomas’ philosophy not only allows for but
demands an analysis of some natural end of man; for without
it, creation would, as it were, no longer be metaphysically in-
tact.

Commenting upon this line of argument, Anton Pegis re-
marks ‘ those who dream of a natural end of man find here the
occasion of their moment of triumph.” But in defense of de
Lubac’s position he offers this description of man’s proportion-
ate end, his destiny if he were to be left to his own powers:

“Jf man had been created without elevation, what would stretch
before him for all eternity is an endless existence as a disembodied
soul, a soul whose understanding has been relieved of the disturb-
ances of the body, yet a soul whose knowledge is subject to the
confusion arising from its inability to be an adequate knower.” **

Philosophical Association in 1949. Smith was invited to oppose de Lubac’s
position, and he implies that he is simply playing the role of devil’s advocate
rather than giving his own position (p. 47). Nevertheless, he develops a
powerful argument for the necessity of positing a natural end in light of
Thomas” broader metaphysical and epistemological position. Smith developed
his own position four years later in “Philosophy and the Unity of Man’s
Ultimate End,” Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Associa-
tion, 27 (1953), pp. 60-83.

17 Smith, pp. 58-59.

18 See James Mullaney, “Man’s Natural, Terrestrial End,” The Thomist,
18 (1955), p. 391. Mullaney also argues for an analogical use of the term end
though he does not develop the twofold analogy of proper proportiomality
for which I argue here.

19 “ Nature and Spirit: Some Reflections on the Problem of the End of
Man,” Proceedings of the AOPA, 23 (1949), pp. 77-78. Anton Pegis defended
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Death is the inevitable end of man. Without the body, the soul
will drift in a perpetual state of confusion beyond the grave
burdened not only with the awareness of its dissatisfaction,
but also of the necessity that it will be forever frustrated as
well.

According to Pegis, Thomas’ recognition of the soul’s im-
mortality shattered any neat proportion between nature and
natural ends, at least in the case of man. In the Aristotelian
cosmos, the developmental dynamism of material natures was
circumscribed by their constitutive forms. As nature, form
functioned as an intrinsic principle of motion and change which
directed the course of the composite’s development. As end,
form functioned as the ultimate terminus of that development.
Material substances reached the limit of their perfection when
their matter had been fully actualized by form.?

de Lubac at the 1940 ACPA meeting, and remained in large part in agree-
ment with de Lubac in subsequent work on the issue. Pegis’ insistence on
the inability of the soul to be an adequate knower in the state of separation
from the body responds directly to proponents of a ‘purely natural end’ of
man to be enjoyed in the afterlife. See, for example, Michael Cronin’s The
Science of Hthics and Henry Grenier’s Cursus Philosophiae. Similarly,
Sestili, Rousellot, and Hugueny spoke of a purely natural end belonging to
the separated soul comsisting in a knowledge of God possessed in virtue of
its knowledge of itself or infused species. (See Surnaturel, pp. 449-451.) Al-
though there is some evidence in Thomas’ earlier writings that he considered
the soul to be capable of clear and adequate knowledge when separated from
the body, Pegis has shown that Thomas changed his position sometime after
his reading of Aristotle’s De Anima. See “ The Separated Soul and Its Na-
ture” in 8t. Thomas Aquines 1274-197k: Commemorative Studies (Toronto:
Pontificial Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1974), v. 1, pp. 131-158. Pegis
adopts a position similar to Donagan’s assessment of Thomas’ stand towards
Aristotle’s account of happiness in “ 8t. Thomas and the Nicomachean
Ethics: Some Reflections on ¢ Summa Contra Gentiles’ ITI, 44, 5 7, Mediaeval
Studies, 256 (1963), pp. 1-25. See also “Creation and Beatitude,” Proceed-
ing of the American Philosophical Association, 28 (1955), pp. 52-62.

20 Gilson observes that “ Aristotle’s metaphysics was already a therough
dynamism, but it was a dynamism of the form. The form of the being-still-
to-be was there, acting as both the formal law of its development and as the
end reached by that development. Aristotelian beings were self-realizing
formal types, and the only cause of their individual variations rested with
the accidental failures of matters completely to imbide forms. Individuals
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For Thomas, however, man is not simply informed matter.
He is incarnate spirit. As a spiritual and intellectual being, he
desires to know; and knowing that God exists, he desires to
know His essence. Man is not a thing of nature, then, if by
nature one signifies a being whose finality is wholly self-en-
closed. However, Pegis contends, self-enclosure is not the mark
of nature as such:

Natures qua natures are closed only in the sense that they are
not subject to more or less. There are, to be sure, closed natures,
but they are closed, not because they are natures, but because
they are material. If there are creatures with spiritual natures,
then they are open because they are spiritual.®

There is no inconsistency, then, in maintaining that man has a
nature and in maintaining at the same time that he has no
natural end.

The philosopher’s confidence that there is a legitimate do-
main of philosophical inquiry concerning human happiness
would thus be completely unfounded, were it not for the fact
that it is quite evident on textual grounds alone that Thomas
does allow for a determinate form of happiness which both a)
corresponds to human nature and b) is an end proportionate
to its native potencies. In the closing paragraph of his argu-
ment for the necessity of infused virtue in the De Virtutibus
in Communi, for example, he makes the following comparison:

Thus, just as, in addition to the natural principles, habits of vir-
tue are required for the perfection of man in the order connatural
to him, so also, by way of divine influence, man acquires . . . cer-
tain infused virtues by which he is perfected for ordering his op-
erations to the end of eternal life.??

then were little more than abortive attempts to be their own forms; none of
them could add anything to its species; rather, there was infinitely more in
the species than there was in the whole collection of its individuals.”
Being and Some Philosophers (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval
Studies, 1952), p. 185.

21 Pegis, p. 69.

22 ¢ [t sicut praeter ista principie naturalic requiruntur habitus virtutum
ad perfectionem hominis secundum modum sibi connaturalem . . . ita ex di-
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The function of the infused or theological virtues is here clari-
fied by an analogy to the function of man’s naturally acquired
virtue in promoting a connatural mode of perfection.

Thomas often has occasion, in both his earlier and later writ-
ings, to describe this connatural perfection in terms of finality.
He speaks of a twofold end of man: “ Finis . . . communis et
ultimus . . . est duplex.”*® “Est duplex hominis ultimum
bonum.”** “ Ultima perfectio rationalis naturae est duplex.” *
James Mullaney has observed that “ whatever problems the
fact may create, it is a fact that Aquinas speaks . . . of man’s
twofold ultimate end; of his twofold felicity; of his twofold
ultimate good; of his twofold happiness.” ¢

Two points are of interest here. First, Thomas does not
argue that man has two ends, the one natural and the other
supernatural. Rather, he speaks of a single end which is two-
fold, which is realized at both a natural and supernatural level,
and which he describes in the Summa Theologiae as imperfect
and perfect beatitude respectively. As a natural end, then, the
imperfect beatitude of the Summa Theologiae is clearly not
a ‘purely natural end > which man may have had at one time
prior to his de facto elevation to a supernatural end. Thus,
one might very well accept de Lubac’s position that there is
no ‘purely natural end’ of man, and yet consistently main-
tain that there is a natural end of man; but it would be in-

vina influentia consequitur homo . . . aliquas virtutes infusas, quibus per-
ficitur ad operationes ordinandas in finem aelernae vitae”’ (De Virtutibus
n Communi, 10. ¢.; Parma, v. 8, p. 567.) All subsequent citation to the De
Virtutibus in Communi are taken from the Parma edition (New York:
1949),

28 I'n IT Sent., dist. 41, q. 1, art. 1, .

24 De Ver., 14, 2.

25 8T 1a2ae q. 62, a. 1. There are other examples as well: “ Considerandum
est autem, quod est duplex hominis bonum: unum quidem quod est propor-
tionatum suae naturae, aliud autem quod suae naturae facultatem emcedit.”
(De Virt. in Com., 10, c.; v. 8, p. 567) “. . . per virtutes acquisitas non
pervenitur ad felicitatem caelestem, sed ad quemdam felicitatem quam homo
natus est acquirere per propria naturalie in hac vite . . .” (Ibid., 9, ad 6;
v. 8, p. 564.)

26 Mullaney, p. 395.
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cumbent upon one holding such a position to provide some
content for the term ‘natural’ which is not conceptually de-
pendent upon the notion of ‘ elevation . This brings me to my
second point.

Thomas does not define the proportion to nature which
serves to distinguish natural from supernatural happiness in
terms of a natural desire distinct from some desire to know
God in Himself subsequently acquired through elevation. Ac-
cording to Thomas, man does not have two ends, so he does
not have two desires for two distinct ends. Imperfect as well
as perfect beatitude both respond to man’s desire for good-
ness as such, though in differing degrees of completeness. Im-
perfect beatitude is said to be proportionate to human na-
ture only in the sense that it constitutes the most ultimate de-
gree of perfection that man can reasonably expect to obtain
by virtue of the exercise of his unaided capacity for develop-
ment. Thus, in the Summa Theologiae, Thomas distinguishes
the happiness promised in Secripture from the happiness of
which Aristotle had spoken in the Ethics on the grounds that
“ the imperfect beatitude man can have in this life can be ac-
quired by his natural powers, as can virtue, which is the ac-
tivity in which happiness consists. Man’s perfect happiness,”
on the other hand, “is beyond the nature of not only man,
but every creature.” **

Even granting the ‘ naturalness’ of imperfect beatitude in
this fashion, a most pressing problem remains for the philos-
opher. In what sense can imperfect beatitude be said to con-
stitute an end, if it indeed it is imperfect? By what right can
it be called happiness at all? This problem is also, at bottom,
a conceptual one. It remains insoluble only so long as the
terms ‘end’ and ‘ happiness > are taken to be univocal in their
mode of signification.

27 ©“ Dicendum quod beatitudo imperfecta quae in hac vita haberi potest
ab homine acquiri per sua naturalia, eo modo quo et virtus, in cujus opera-
tionem comsistit . . .Sed beatitudo hominis perfecta . . . est supra naoturam
non solum hominis, sed etiam omuis creaturae” (ST la2ae, 5, 5, ¢.)
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If the concept of ‘end ’ is construed in its most literal sense
as the terminal point in a certain series, then clearly there is
no natural end of man save, at best, the disembodied state
which Pegis describes. As long as ‘ happiness’ is defined uni-
vocally as the complete cessation and satisfaction of all de-
sire, then no other end is open to man, deserving of the name,
save the vision of the blessed. On the other hand, should such
terms as ‘end ’ and “happiness’ be analogical in their mode of
signification, to speak of a natural, albeit imperfect felicity
would be just as consistent as speaking of a natural, albeit
imperfect instance of being.*®

Thomas defines happiness as the fulfillment of a rational
agent who is master of his own actions and is capable of recog-
nizing or giving intellectual consent to his own perfection.?
Man comes into being in need of many things. Although in

28 De Lubac’s commentary on Thomas in the fourth part of Surneturel
apparently proceeds in light of a univocal notion of happiness and finality.
All ends, simply in virtue of being ends, must be terminative in the strict
sense of the term, as de Lubac sees it. Because of this, the natural beatitude
under discussion, should there be any such thing, is conceived as an end
which, though possible, has now been replaced with another end; for it is
just as impossible that there should be both a natural end supernatural end
as it is impossible that a line should be terminated at either end by more
than one point. Thus, for de Lubac, the question becomes, “ Connait-il [St.
Thomas] deux ordres de choses, Pun, realisé et fait, qui est Dordrt sur-
naturel, Vautre, qui eut été possible en droit, et qui serait un ordre © pure-
ment naturel’?” (p. 449) The doctrines of his opponents presuppose a
univocal notion of beatitude as well. Victor Cathrein writes: ‘In praesenti
ergo ordine supernaturali, in quo de facto summus, non detur finis ultimus
et beatitudo mere naturalis.” (Gregorianum, v. 11, 1930 p. 399.) This de
facto termination has completely replaced what otherwise would have been
a purely natural end, which presently possesses only the status of a hypo-
thetical possibility. In addition, had man not been elevated to this new
term, his natural beatitude would have had necessarily to satisfy completely
all man’s desires: “Illa beatitudo, quae esset finis ultimus in statu naturae
purae deberet perfecte quietare appetitum mnaturalem hominis, secus non
esset finis ultimus noturalis.”

29 % Nihil enim aliud sub nomine beatitudinis intelligitur nisi bonum per-
fectum intellectualis noturae, cujus est suam sufficientiam cognoscere in bono
quod habet, et cut competit ut el contingat aliquid vel bene vel male, et sit
suarum operationum doming.” (8T la q. 26, a.1,¢.)
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full possession of the essential principles in virtue of which he
is man, he lacks many of the qualities and attributes required
if he is to become fully human. He must refine his moral sense.
He must share himself with others in friendship and participate
in political community. He must develop his mind by learning
about himself and his world, and so forth. Because these sub-
sequent perfections actualize what was already inchoately or
virtually present in the initial possession of human nature, they
may be considered the due end of that nature; for according to
Thomas potency ts ordered to act as to an end.

Although no man can exhaust his potency for development,
or even his desire for improvement, he may be considered
happy to just the extent that this development has been freely
realized through the exercise of reason and of the virtues, which
perfect its operations and those of the appetites. This end is
not literally terminative in the sense that it comes at the end
of a certain progression of activities, or at the end of one’s
life; rather it consists instead in actually living one’s life as a
free, rational agent. It is therefore terminative only in the
sense that a power or potency can be said to be terminated in
its proper act and operation. Nevertheless, a certain propor-
tion or likeness exists between absolute beatitude and man’s
natural happiness; for each is related to the rational agent as
act is related to potency and as a perfection to the subject of
perfection.

From the point of view of its object, however, it is inade-
quate to define the end of man simply in terms of his own ac-
tivity or operation. Even in the order of nature, Thomas
argues, the end of man is not man himself.?** Rather, as is the
case with all natural agents, his ultimate objective lies outside
himself and is properly identified with God Who, as the first
creative cause of all being, is also the ultimate term of the ac-
tivity of all secondary agents.

Absolute beatitude is distinguished from all other creaturely
perfections inasmuch as God is possessed immediately in His

30 87 la2ae q. 3, a. 5, ad 8,


































































































































































































































































































































































