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NTENTION IS OF END, choice is of means. A human

act is specified by (and so is correctly described in terms

of) its end. A human act is specified by (and so is correct-
ly described in terms of) its object. An act which is bad by
reason of its object cannot be justified by its end (its good in-
tention) . A human act is specified by (and so is correctly de-
scribed in terms of) its intention. . . .

Such a sequence of statements of St. Thomas ought to leave
an impression of confusion. That impression would be height-
ened by the traditional representation of his analysis of acting
in a schema of 12 terms signifying a sequence of psychological
acts involved in willing and doing something. For in this
analysis, intention seems to precede deliberating, judging, and
choosing, and so, as deliberating, judging, and choosing often
present themselves to consciousness distinctly, intention is
presented in this analysis as if it were a distinct content of
consciousness. When intention is so conceived, it becomes pos-
sible to imagine that one can, so to speak, choose to direct
(an) intention to or withhold it from the various aspects of
one’s chosen behavior, e.g. those consequences which one
foresees and welcomes or those one chooses to bring about only
with regret.

To some contemporary moralists, such approving or re-
gretting of consequences is precisely what engages or disen-
gages one’s will and thus one’s responsibility; what Christians
or Jews used to regard as immoral can be uprightly done if
done merely as a means to good ends and only with reluctance,
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2 JOHN FINNIS

regret, disapproval, i.e. if in no way approved or adopted as an
end, i.e. if not really intended.* Other modern moralists deny
that one’s responsibility for consequences of deliberate be-
havior can be so dependent on an inner act of intending (as
distinet from the choosing and doing) ; they judge one respon-
sible for everything one deliberately and with foresight causes.?
So they too reject the “ doctrine ” of double effect which Chris-
tian moralists had articulated as a development or codification
of the elements of St. Thomas’s discussion of self-defense, a
discussion whose first premise is that a human act is specified
(i.e. identified for the purposes of moral assessment) by its
intention. Today there are other moralists again who combine
the two foregoing lines of thought: they reject the doctrine of
double effect as giving exaggerated importance to choice
(means) over intention (end); one should take into account
all foreseeable consequences of one’s choice and ensure that it
is likely to have a greater proportion of good than of bad con-
sequences, and one must never approve (intend) any bad con-
sequences—one may never deliberately cause them as ends
but only as means, means which one deliberately causes, not
for their own sake, but only for the sake of those proportionate-
ly greater good (or less bad) consequences which one does
intend.®

1 Of, e.g., Richard McCormick, S.J., * Medicaid and Abortion,” Theological
Studies 45 (1984) : 716-7T17.

2 Cf. Bruno Schueller, “ The Double Effect in Catholic Thought: A Re-
evaluation,” in McCormick and Ramsey, Doing Evil to Achieve Good (Chicago:
Loyola University Press, 1978), 191: “. .. ‘intend as a means’ and ¢ permit’,
when referring to a non-moral evil, denote exactly the same mental attitude.”
Schueller, “La moralité des moyens,” Recherches de Science Religieuse 68
(1980) : 211 (causing moral evil is never justified, causing non-moral evils
is justified in pursuit of non-moral good of corresponding importance); 221-
2: “pour tous les biens dont la possession contribue au bien-étre de ’homme
. .. [qluoi que Pon choisisse . . . les conséquences négatives qui résultent du
choix sont un pur moyen en vue des conséquences positives qui en résultent.”

3 Cf. X.-H. Peschke, “ Tragfaehigkeit und Grenzen des Prinzips der Doppel-
wirkung,” Studia Morelic 26 (1988): 110-112, where Peschke states the
“ principle of double effect ¥ (which he ascribes to Catholic theology and at-
tacks) in terms not of what is directly or indirectly willed or intended or
chosen or done, but in terms of what is directly/indirectly “caused.”
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All these influential contemporary positions are deeply con-
fused and mistaken. Though the mistakes go wider than the
theme of this paper, the confusions (and equally that impres-
sion of confusion which I mentioned at the outset) could be
overcome by attention to the controlling elements of St.
Thomas’s thought on intention and choice.

I shall focus on two of those controlling elements. (i) In
choosing, one not only intends as one’s end some intelligible *
benefit, but also prefers one proposal offering such benefit to
one or more alternative available proposals offering the same
or some other intelligible benefit. (ii) In choosing means
(adopting one proposal for the sake of its intelligible benefit),
one not only constitutes that means as the (provimate) end
for any technique, procedure, or performance one may use to
do or carry out one’s choice but also settles the end (the bene-
fit) one intends.

I

The neo-scholastic schema. proposed as a representation of
St. Thomas’s analyses of deliberate human acts conveys both
the truth that any such act has its primary intelligibility as
means to end and the truth that will is always response to
reason’s envisaging an intelligibly good objective. But these
two virtues of the schema are overwhelmed by its defects as
an interpretation of St. Thomas and an analysis of action.

A standard version:®

41.e., what it seems intelligent to seek and secure. Of course, one’s capacity
to seek and secure such benefit can certainly be harnessed by sensory, sub-
rational desires, emotions, and feelings. I shall not further consider this
aspect of the matter, on which see Grisez, Boyle, and Finnis, “ Practical
Principles, Moral Truth, and Ultimate Ends,” Americon Journal of Juris-
prudence 32 (1987) : 122-125.

5 The schema is found thus (in all essentials) in, e.g., the mnotes by S.
Pinckaers, O.P. in Somme Théologique: Les Actes Humaines, tome premier
(Paris: Desclée: 1962), 414-437; the notes by T. Gilby, O.P. in Summe
Theologiae, vol 17 (London and New York, 1970), 211; and the introduection
to the La Somma Teologica, vol. 8 (1958), 168 (with reservations by the
editor, T. Centi, O.P., 169-170).
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Intelligence will
Concerning the end
1. Simple understanding 2. Simple volition
3. Judgment: end is attainable 4. Intention

Concerning the means

5. Deliberation (consilium) 6. Consent
7. Judgment on means 8. Choice (electio)
(sententio/tudicium)

Ezxecuting the choice

9. Direction (imperium/ 10. Application (usus)
praeceptum)
11. Application of intelligence 12. Enjoyment (fruitio)

in executing choice

That nothing in St. Thomas’s discussions clearly corresponds
to phases 3 and 11 need not concern us. What should concern
us is that, in discussing the consensus, here placed as phase
6, Aquinas himself always and unambiguously locates it after
a sententia or tudictum concerning means; it is one’s more or
less welcoming response to the practical judgment that some
action is an eligible and appropriate way of achieving some
end which seems to one to be desirable. But in the neo-scho-
lastic scheme, the wudicium concerning means appears only as
phase 7, after consensus.®

Why this apparent defiance of Aquinas’s account, this re-
versal of the order of consent and judgment? In order, 1
think, to preserve the alternating sequence in which will re-
sponds to intelligible good; if consent is a response of will to
practical judgment, there would be no room for a distinction
between consensus and the choice itself, which the commen-

6 See ST I-TI, 15, 3¢ (potest . . . esse consemsus, inquantum motus appe-
titivus applicatur ad id quod ex comsilio itudicatum est); 74, 7, ad 1.
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tators rightly * make the response precisely to judgment. But
here their most fundamental oversight becomes evident. In
drawing up their schema, they have forgotten something to
which the sounder of them often, if elsewhere, attend: the
fact that, by definition, choice is between eligible options, be-
tween mutually (here and now) exclusive practical alterna-
tives (proposals ® for action).

Indeed, the whole neo-scholastic schema or diagram hides
what St. Thomas makes central to his account of choice: that
choice is between alternatives, is an alterum alteri praeoptare ®
or praeeligere,’® an unum alteri praeferre,* a praeacceptatio
unius respectu alterius,** the decisive preferring of one alterna-
tive to another or others. So, where practical reasoning is fol-
lowed by choice, that reasoning must have “left something
open ” to choice. More precisely: choice, being an act of will,
and one which could have gone the other way, must be be-
tween alternatives each of which is shaped by reason. (Op-
tion B need be no more than: not to choose option A, for a
reason.) Any deliberation which ends in choice must have

78ee ST I-1I, 13, 1, ad 2; 3c; de Ver. 17, 1, ad 4. Note: I am not sug-
gesting that iudicium should be removed from its place immediately ¢ prior
to” electio. I in no way deny the thesis articulated as mo. 21 of the 24
Theses promulgated by the Congregatio Studiorum on 27 July 1914, as in-
terpreted, e.g., by R. Garrigou-Lagrange, O.P., De Beatitudine (Rome and
Turin, 1951), 253-4 (see also 222, 247, 260, 265). There is an “ultimate
practical judgment ” that this (the option being chosen) is preferable (at
least for me, here and now); but the option thus being chosen was an op-
tion shaped by the prior deliberation which yielded more than one eligible
option, each shaped by deliberation and affirmed as choiceworthy by a prac-
tical judgment; and that it is this option rather than the other(s) that the
ultimate practical judgment declares preferable is settled by the choice (the
will’s electio}). Such seems to be the gist of the last, anti-Leibnizian sentence
of Thesis 21, and T agree with it: “ sequitur . . . electio judicium practicum
ultimum; at quod sit ultimum, voluntas efficit.”

8 “ Obiectum . . . voluntais proponitur ei per rationem.” §7 I-IT 19, 3e.
“, . . obiectum voluntatis est id quod proponitur a ratione .. .”: I-IT 19, 5ec.

9 “ eligere est alterum alteri praeoptare ”: In Sent. II 24, 1, 2c.

10 87 1-I1 13, 4, ad 3; 15, 3, ad 3.

11 de Ver, 22, 15¢.

12 §T I-II 13, 2¢; discretio unius ab altero (ad 1); de Ver. 22, 15¢.
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yielded, not one judgment affirming the choiceworthiness of
an option awaiting adoption by the will, but (at least) two
judgments. (One of these judgments may be no more than:
there is reason not to act on the other.) And there is need for
choice because one responds to the attraction—the different
attractions—of the respective alternative options which one
judges to be, each in its own way, a suitable way of doing or
getting or carrying on something one is interested in. Each of
those options, those eligibilia, arouses in one that form of will-
ingness which St. Thomas calls consensus.

The point T am making against the schema is made clearly
enough in the heart of St. Thomas’s discussion of consensus:

electio addit supra consensum quam-
dam relationem respectu eius

cui aliquid praeeligitur; et ideo
post consensum adhuc remanet
electio. Potest enim contingere quod
per consilium inveniantur plura du-
centia ad finem, quorum dum quod-
libet placet in quodlibet eorum con-
sentitur, sed ex multis quae placent
praeaccipimus unum eligendo.13

choice adds to consent a certain re-
lationship to that over which some-
thing else is chosen; and so one who
consents to something has not yet
chosen it. For it can happen that in
deliberating one sees that to the end
one desires there are a number of
means, each of which seems satis-
factory and to each of which one
therefore consents; yet out of this

set of acceptable means one gives
preference to one, by choosing it.

The body of the same article makes it clear that consent (and
therefore choice) is a movement of appetite ad id quod ex
consilio wudicatum est, towards what deliberation has judged
to be a suitable means to a desired end: appetitus eorum quae

1387 I-I1 15, 3, ad 3; he adds: “Sed si inveniatur unum solum quod
placeat, non differunt re consensus et electio, sed ratione tantum; ut con-
sensus dicatur secundum quod placet ad agendum; electio autem, secundum
quod praefertur his quae non placent™ [i.e. in the case where only one op-
tion is at all attractive]l. If one bears in mind that there is only one final
integrating end, integrating a limited number of ends-for-their-own-sake such
ag life, knowledge, friendship, one will see that the case in which delibera-
tion “happens” to find “plure ducentia ad finem,” many ways leading to
gomething desirable, is the standard case of the morally significant situa-
tion; the case where only ome possible course of action is attractive is per-
haps rather rare, except in so far as prior choices have effectively and close-
ly shaped ome’s commitments and dispositions.
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sunt ad finem praesupponit determinationem consilii, the con-
sent to these means presupposes that deliberation, about one
at least of a range of possible means, has concluded.** Those
who set out the commentators’ schema designed it as if delib-
eration must conclude to only one acceptable means, ie., as
if the role of choice were really played by practical reasoning
and judgment.

Wherever there is a choice to be made—i.e., in the standard
case of morally significant self-determination in action—neither
practical judgment nor the willingness St. Thomas calls con-
sensus settles anything. There is a practical judgment or judg-
ments affirming the suitability of an option or options even-
tually rejected. And there is an interest in (consensus to) an
option or options which one does not adopt, make one’s own,
act upon.

Should we, then, say that one also intended those suitable
and attractive but ultimately rejected options for action and/
or at least intended the benefits (ends) for the sake of which
such options might have been chosen? After all, in the schema,
intention is phase 4, as if it were something which arises and
has its role prior to any deliberation about alternatives, just
as deliberation is prior to choice. But if we said that one’s in-
tentions include options which one not only never carries out
but never even adopted, or benefits which one never made the
point of any choice, we would defy not only our common
speech but also a primary element in St. Thomas’s account of
intention. In that account, intention is of end (s), and there
can of course be real interest in an end prior to and without
there ever ensuing any choice of means.” But even when we
have an interest in an end in view, we have as yet no relevant
mtention (but only a [simplex] voluntas, whether of a bonum
universale such as human life or of some more specified object
of interest such as the life and health of such-and-such a set
of people) . There is intention only. when and insof@r as one
settles on something as a means of achieving an.end. What is

14 8T I-1I 15, 3c. 1587 I-I18,3. "
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thus adopted may be only a procedural (rather than substan-
tive) means: in this case, one chooses (or perhaps spontane-
ously decides, by consensus without need for choice) to delib-
erate with a view to deciding upon means of substantively
realising the end or some end in which one is interested. But
whether it is such a procedural proposal one adopts, or a sub-
stantive proposal to act, it is then (and only then) that one
can say that one has formed an intention—i.e., has adopted
such-and-such a means with the intention of . . . :

intentio est actus voluntatis respectu intention is an act of the will bear-
finis, Sed ... non... solum ew hoc ing on an end. But we do not say
intendere dicimur sanitatem quia that we intend health simply because
volumus eam, sed quie volumus ad we are interested in it as a desirable
eam per aliquid aliud pervenire.18 end, but only when and because we
will to get it through something else.
Or again:
intendere in hoc differt a velle, quod intending differs from willing, in that
velle tendit in fine absolute; sed willing is directed towards an end
intendere dicit ordinem in finem unconditionally, whereas intending
secundum quod finis est in quem signifies @ relationship to end just
ordinantur e quae sunt ad finem.17 insofar as there is an end to which

means are referred.

So: there is no intending until there is adoption of means,
typically by choice.*®* And then, when there is choosing there

16 87 I-II 12, 1, ad 4, which is repeatedly referred back to throughout the
quaestio. In the passages whose omission is indicated by ellipses, Aquinas
refers to the simple voluntas by which we absolute volumus sanitatem, and
the voluntas by which we appreciate (fruitio) having/getting it. See also
ibid., ad 3: “ hoc nomen, intentio, nominat actum voluntatis, praesupposita
ordinatione rationis ordinantis in finem.” Also De Ver. 22, 14ec.

17De Ver. 22, 13c; see also ad 16: “intentio est actus voluntatis in
ordine ad rationem ordinantem ea quae sunt ad finem in finem ipsum”; and
14c: “intentio dicitur inclinatio voluntatis in finem secundum quod ad finem
terminantur ea quae sunt in finem ”; and the summary on velle, intendere,
and eligere at the end of 15c.

18 This may seem to be bluntly contradicted by the last words of ST I-II,
12, 4, ad 3: “intentio finis esse potest, etiam nondum determinatis his quae
sunt ad finem, quorum est electio; there can be intention of an end even
when the means, which are what is chosen, are not yet determinate.” But
the whole sense of the ad 3 is in the opposite direction; it is a reply to an
argument that as movement(s) of the will, choice, and intention differ as
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is intending, an only formally distinguishable aspect of what
is (as St. Thomas devotes a whole article to stressing) one and
the same act of will: “unus et idem subiecto motus voluntatis
est tendens in finem et in id quod est ad finem.”** As a state
of affairs (res), the end is something distinct from the means
(as my being healthy is a state of affairs distinct from my tak-
ing medicine) ; but insofar as it is the intelligible benefit for
which I choose the means, the point of my choosing and doing,
the end is simply an aspect of one and the same object of
volition:

finis, inquantum est res quaedam, est Insofar as it is a certain state of

aliud voluntatis obiectum quam id affairs, an end is not the same object

quod est ad finem. Sed ingquantum of will as the means to it. But inso-

est ratio volendi id quod est ad far as it is the reason for willing the

finem[,] est unum et idem obiectum.20 means to it, it is one and the same
object.

willing the means and willing the end differ; and the reply is: “motus qui
est unus subiecto potest ratione differe secundum principium et finem, ut
ascensio et descemsio. . . . Sic igitur inquantum motus voluntatis fertur in
id quod est ad finem, prout ordinatur ad finem, est electio; motus autem
voluntatis qui fertur in finem, secundum quod ecquiritur per ea quae sunt
ad finem, vocatur intentio; cujus signum est quod intentio finis esse potest,
etiam nondum determinatis his quae sunt ad finem, quorum est electio.” On
any view, it is difficult to see how the possibility referred to in the last words
is a sign of that unity of intention and choice which it is the purpose of the
reply, of the whole article, and of the immediately preceding phrase to de-
fend. To be consistent with the immediately preceding words, and with the
passages quoted above at notes 16 and 17, the phrase in question must be
understood as saying, not that there can be intention without choice, but
that there can be intention while many of the means necessary to put it into
effect remain undetermined. Thus, I can decide (choose) to do something
about my toothache—what I call in the text a procedural decision—before
setting about finding a painkiller or a dentist, selecting a dentist, and fix-
ing an appointment . . .

Note also that the statement in §7 I-II, 19, 7c that “ intentio . .. se potest
habere ad voluntatem . . . ut praecedens” does not contradict what I have
said; the sense of praecedens meant here, as the whole of the corpus shows,
does not involve the notion of an intention existing without any woluntas (in
the sense of electio).

19 87 I-11, 12, 4e.

20 8T I-1I, 12, 4, ad 3: note that this is the reply to the objection that
intentio and electio are distinet, and electio is the willing of means, there-
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One’s willing of the end n adopting (and carrying out) the
means—paradigmatically by choice—is what intention is.*

II

In another way, the unity of ends and means is emphasized
by St. Thomas in his repeated but widely neglected teaching
that in choosing means one constitutes that means as the
(proximate) end for any technique, procedure, or performance
used to do or carry out that choice.?

“ Means ” is, of course, the standard but free translation of
d quod est ad finem, that which is for, or towards, an end.
In discussing intention and choice, Aquinas makes clear that
the means referred to when we say that choice is of means are
human actions: “electio semper est humanorum actuum.”*®
Technical ““means,” viz. implements, instruments, devices,
systems, and “procedures” as such (i.e., just insofar as they
could in principle be replicated by machines or other devices)
—none of these are means in the sense intended when we say
that choice is of means. Rather, technical means are means in
a derivative, participative sense, insofar as they are used in
the acting which is the (carrying out of) the means properly
so called.**

fore intending an end cannot be the same movement of will as choosing the
means. The discussion in In Sent. II, 38, 1, 4¢c and ad 1 adds refinements:
it is in relation to means which have nothing desirable about them in their
own right that idem est motus voluntatis qui est in finem et in illud quod
est ad finem (and in such a case, which is the one considered in ST I-Ii, 12,
4, ad 3, the end, as ratio volendi, stands to the means as form to matter, or
ag light to color: In Sent. II, 38, 1, 4, ad 1) ; but where some means to an
end is itself desirable, i.e. is also itself an end in its own right, then there
can be two objects of will and two distinguishable acts of willing.

21 If one were confronted with an end so satisfactory that no alternative
could have any intelligible attraction, then one could intend and adhere to
it without any praeeligere. But that is not our situation.

22 This is richly illustrated in G. B. M. Anscombe, Intention (Blackwell,
[1957] 1985). See also, on this and other main aspects of this paper,
Joseph M. Boyle, “ Praeter intentionem in Aquinas,” Thomist 42 (1978):
649-665, esp. 652-3. See also n. 24 infra.

23 ST I-11, 18, 4ec.

24Tbid.,, and ad 1. A more exact account than any articulated by St.
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This is articulated in St. Thomas’s commentaries on the
Metaphysics and the Physics, in which he carefully shows both
why ““ means ” is a good translation of id quod est ad finem and,
more importantly, why human means (actions) are themselves

characteristically also ends:

Non solum autem unltimum, propter
quod efficiens operatur, dicitur finis
respectu praecedentium, sed etiam
omnia intermedia quae sunt inter
primum agens et ultimum finem,
dicuntur finis Tespectu praeceden-
tium.25

Or again:

Et ulterius [Aristoteles] addit quod
omnia quae sunt intermedia inter
primum movens et ullimum finem,
omnia sunt quodammodo fines: sicut
medicus ad sanitatem inducendam
extenuat corpus, et sic sanitas est
finis maciei; maciem autem operatur
per purgationem; purgationem per
potionem; potionem autem praeparat
per aliqua instrumenta. Unde haec
omnia sunt qguodammodo finis: nam
macies est finis purgationis, et pur-
gatio potionis, et potio organorum,
et organa sunt fines in operatione
vel inquisitione organorum.26

It is not only the ultimate end, for
the sake of which the agent acts, that
is called end in relation to what pre-
cedes it; each of the intermediate:
means which are between the primary
agent and the ultimate end is called
an end in relation to what precedes it.

Aristotle adds, moreover, that all
those factors which are intermediate
between the primary agent and the
ultimate end are in one way or an-
other ends: thus the doctor, for the
sake of improving health, shrinks a
distended body, and health is thus
the end of slimming; but slimming is
brought about by purging, and purg-
ing by some potion, and the potion is
prepared by him with certain imple-
ments. So each of these is in ¢ way
one of the doctor’s ends, since slim-
ming is the purpose of purging, and
purging the purpose of the potion,
and the potion the purpose of the
implements, and the implements are
his goal when he is hunting for them
or setting about using them.

Thomas would, I think, apply to the account which I am here tracing a
further distinction adumbrated by him in his distinction between the four
orders in the prologue to his Commentary on the Nicomachean HEthics
(Leonine ed., p. 4, lines 15-54), in particular the distinction between the third
order {of human acts precisely as chosen) and the fourth (of things used
or made). For insofar ag they are not chosen, but simply decided upon and
carried out in the execution of a choice but without need for further choice,
human performances themselves may pertain rather to the fourth order than
the third and should be distinguished from means stricto sensu, ie. from the
precise object of choice. I shall nmot pursue the implications of this here.
25 In V Meta. lect. 2: ad 1013235-b3. 26 I'n IT Phys. lect. 5: ad 194b35.
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Using the same medical example, the commentary on the
M etaphysics adds the necessary clarification:

Huiusmodi . . . omnia sunt propter
finem; et tamen unum eorum est
finis alterius. Nam attentuatio est
finis purgationis, et purgatio phar-
maciae. Haec autem intermedia
posita differunt adinvicem in hoe,
quaedam eorum sunt organa, sicut
instrumenta quibus medicina prae-
paratur et ministratur, et ipsa
medicina ministrata qua natura

utitur ut instrumento; quaedam vero

sunt opera, idest, operationes sive
actiones, ut purgatio et attenuatio.27

In this way, all these factors are

means-to-an end, yet each of them
stands to another as end stands to
means. For slimming is the end of
purging, and purging of the medi-

cines. But these various intermediate

factors differ from one another in
this respect: some of them are instru-
ments, like the implements with

which the medicine is prepared and
administered, and indeed the medi-
cine itself which, once administered,
is used by nature as an instrument;

but others are deeds, performances,

actions, like purging and slimming.
And it is the latter, the operations, actions, performances,
deeds, that are means in the strict sense, just insofar as they
are within the precise object of choice, the willing of means.
To which we can now add that just to the extent that some
prior activity empowers one to carry out one of these means,
that means stands to that prior action as end stands to means;
the reason for (point of) the prior activity is to get into a
position to be able to carry out the means to . . . the ultimate
benefit of health. And this in turn explains why “intention,”
albeit that it is defined to be ““ of end,” can be applied directly
or by some close analogy all the way down to the most basic
performance or omission, i.e., that performance or omission
the success of which is not the reason for any prior perform-
ance or omission.”® Here we find the reason, too, why “in re-

27 n V Meta., loc. cit., closely echoed in ST I-II, 1, 3, ad 3: “idem actus
numero . . . non ordinatur nisi ad unum finem proximum, a quo habet spe-
ciem: sed potest ordinari ad plures fines remotos, quorum unus est finis
alterius.”

28 “ Omission ” here is meant, of course, in a popular sense: a non-per-
formance chosen as a means of obtaining some benefit, e.g. starving a child
to death in order to be relieved of the burdens of supporting it in later
years. Such omissions, as objects of choice, are morally significant actions.
On omissions or forbearances in a stricter semse, in which they are properly
contrasted with actions in genere moris, see n. 54 infra.
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lation to the act of will (unlike the acts of other powers), to
say it is good by reason of its object is no different from say-
ing it is good by reason of its end—except perhaps incidental-
ly, inasmuch as one end depends upon another end, and one
willing on another.” #°

As that remark of St. Thomas indicates, “ object ”” is a term
no more narrowly fixed in its reference than “end” and
“means.” Just as a means to an end can be an end relative to
some prior means, so one can say that the whole nested set of
means/ends is one object, or one can equally say that each
means within that set is itself an object being pursued with
some further end in view, an object chosen with the intention
of. . . . Then, in the latter, more specialized use of the term
“object,” one will say with St. Thomas that object and inten-
tion are distinguished from each other by this, that “object ”
signifies the proximate end and “intention ” the further or
more remote *—remembering always that what is proximate,
and what further, depends upon where in the chain or nested
set of ends the speaker’s present focus of interest lies.®® But as
“object,” “end,” and “ means” are all in this way relative, so
“intention ” takes on the same flexibility—a flexibility not
urged by loose thinking but by the very analysis of action.
Thus, as St. Thomas notes in one of his last works, by “inten-

29 “finig est obiectum voluntatis, non sutem aliarum virium. Unde quan-
tum ad actum voluntatis, non differt bonitas quae est ex obiecto a bonitate
quae est ex fine, sicut in actibus aliarum virium: nisi forte per accidens,
prout finis dependet ex fine, et voluntas ex voluntate”: ST I-II, 19, 2, ad 1.
Note also: “actus exterior est obiectum voluntatis . ..”: 87 I-1I, 20, 1, ad 1.

30 B.g.,, De Malo, 2, 4, ad 9: “finis proximus actus idem est quod obiec-
tum”; 2, 6, ad 9: “actus moralis non habet speciem a fine remoto, sed a
fine proximo, qui est obiectum.” Also In Sent. II, d. 36, un., 5, ad 5: “ actus
aliquis habet duplicem finem, scilicet proximum finem, qui est obiectum eius,
et remotum, quem agens intendit.” ,

31 Thus, the obiectum is sometimes spoken of as including end as well as
chosen means (e.g. In Sent. II, d. 38, 1, 4, ad 1; 87, I-11, 12, 4, ad 2), and,
conversely, the obiectum in the sense of “means” and “ proximate end” is
often said to be “chosen,” not “intended ” (e.g. In Sent. II, d. 40, un., 2c¢),
but is often spoken of as intended: e.g. I-II, 12, 3c; 73, 3, ad 1 & 8, ad 3; II-
II, 43, 3¢; 64, Tec.
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tion ”” one can mean not only the intending of end but also the
willing of deeds, “ and then it is true that, in good and evil
alike, what one does is what one intends—quantum aliquis
intendit tantum facit.” ** Intention in this broader sense, then,
is the measure (quantum . .. tantum) of precisely what is
chosen and done.

111

Few if any methodological principles are more fundamental
to St. Thomas’s entire work than the principle that acts are
specified by their objects, and that to understand an act for
what it is is to understand it in terms of its object: per obiecta
cognosclilmus actus® Equally fundamental to his method-
ology: things are to be understood and described primarily in
terms of what they are per se, not by what they are per ac-
cidens.®* In relation to acts done for a reason, these principles
are specified by a principle less all-pervasive in St. Thomas’s
writings but clearly fundamental to his thought: what end-
directed things are per se is to be described in terms of their
intention—is what their author (s) intend them to be:

operatio . . . recipit speciem et nomen action has its type and its name

a per se obiecto, non autem ab obiecto from what is per se its object, not
per accidens. In his autem quae sunt from what is only incidentally its

propter finem, per se dicitur aliquid object. But in things which are on
quod est intentum: per accidens account of an end, whatever is in-

autem quod est praeter intentionem.85  tended is said to be per se, and what
is praeter intentionem, outside the
intention, is said to be incidental.

32 De Malo 2, 2, ad 8; quoted at n. 48 infra. Likewise, 8T I.II, 72, 8c;
species peccati attenditur . . . ex parte actus ipsius, secundum quod ter-
minatur ad obiectum in quo fertur intentio peccantis.

38 “per obiecta cognosc[ilmus actus, et per actus potentias, et per po-
tentias essentiam ”: in II de Anima lect 6 (n. 308); “ obiecta sunt priora
operationibus in via definiendi” (ibid n. 305); “obiecta praecognoscuntur
actibus et actus potentiis”: ST I 87, 3c; see also, e.g. I 77, 3e; I-IT 18, 5;
72, le; in IX Meta. lect. 7. See also Finnis, Fundamentals of Hihics (Ox-
ford University Press; Georgetown University Press, 1983), 20-21, 25.

3¢ “ Nihil autem specificatur per illud quod est per accidens, sed solum
per illud quod est per se”: in V Eth. lect. 13 (n. 1036); ad 1135al8.

85 §7 1111, 59, 2c.
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Or again:

sicut enim in rebus naturalibus id For just as in natural things what
quod est per accidens non constituit is incidental does not go to constitute
speciem, ita etiam nec in rebus their type, so too in moral matters.
moralibus. In quibus quod est in- In moral matters, what is intended
tentum est per se: quod autem is per se, but what follows praeter
sequitur praeter infentionem est intentionem is, so to speak, inci-
quasi per acecidens.ss dental.

It is important not to confuse the distinction between the
per se and the per accidens with that between the propter se
and the propter aliud.** What is willed propter se is willed as
an end in itself, as an (not necessarily the) ultimate end, an
end considered desirable for its own sake, intrinsically, and not
as a means to some further end: some end like life or health,
knowledge, friendship, or practical reasonableness itself.*®* But

36 8T II-1T, 39, le. This is undoubtedly the sense in which the Council of
Trent used the term “per se” in its canon on Justification, in the course
of defending the reality of free choice: “If anyone says that it is not in
man’s power to make his ways evil, but that God performs the evil works
just as he performs the good, mot only permissively but also properly and
per se . . .: anathema sit”: Sess. 6 [1547 AD.], can. 6; Denz-Schoen.
1556. Neither as end nor as means does God in any way intend human evil
(the canon gives an instance: Judas’s treachery); God merely permits it.
The defined dogma of faith pertains to God’s permission of moral evil, human
sin—a foreseen and permitted side-effect of his creation of human free
choice. But the proportionalist willingness to intend pre-moral human evil
(the destruction or damaging or impeding of human persons in basic aspects
of their reality and fulfillment) jars against the massive tradition of the-
ological reflection on the divine will and providence, expounded by Aquinas
and before him by St. John Damascene, insisting that for God to will per se
(i.e. intend) anything which intelligence would call an evil is inconsistent
with his holiness: see John of Damascus, De Fide Orthodoza II, 29; Aquinas,
8T 1, 19, 9; Patrick Lee, “ Permanence of the Ten Commandments . . .”
Theological Studies 42 (1981): 435-6. Especially illuminating is Aquinas,
De Ver. 5, 4, obj. 10 & ad 10, arguing that doing evil/causing harm (facere
malum) is wholly foreign to good persons, whether human or divine, but that
“ordering ” evil/harm, by permitting it for the sake of eliciting some good,
3; 56, le; In Sent. I, 48, 1, 4c; ete.

37 For an example of this confusion, see James J. Walter, “ Response to
John Finnis: A Theological Critique,” in Thomas G. Fuechtmann, ed, Con-
sistent Bthic of Life (Kansas City: Sheed & Ward, 1988), 186-187.

38 Such ends are the basic human goods, the first principles of the praectical
reasoning that shapes proposals for choice, and the ends of the virtues and
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what is willed per se is what is intended, and what is intended,
as we have seen, extends down through the whole nested set
of means which are also ends of the agent’s choosing and doing.
This implication of our earlier analyses is confirmed by a num-
ber of the passages in which St. Thomas is distinguishing be-
tween the per se and the per accidens: the intentum, which
defines the act per se, extends to even quite proximate means,
means which are, moreover, desired in no way for their own
sake.®

It is also important to see that the distinction between what
is intended and what is praeter intentionem is not got up for
the purpose of justifying some pre-ordained moral judgment.
It is part and parcel of St. Thomas’s fundamental understand-
ing of reality: the basic texts are in his commentaries on the
Physics and the Metaphysics.** Moral judgments must take
account of this aspect of reality; moral norms must be under-
stood as directing action precisely as it is to be understood in
the light of this real distinction.

The distinction between what is intended and what is out-
side the (intention and object of the) act is a distinction to be
drawn in identifying just what act is being chosen and done in
genere morts. For, as St. Thomas often says (though never
explains with satisfying precision), in conscience (prudent
practical deliberation and judgment) actions are to be assessed
not as they are in genere naturae, ie. as physical behavior,
but as they are in genere moris, ie. under the description

the moral precepts: see I-II, 10, le; 94, 2¢; 100, 1lc; II-II, 47, 6c & ad
3; 56, le; In Sent. 1, 48, 1, 4c; ete.

39 E.g. I.II, 76, 4c; II-IX, 37, lc; 39, lc; 43, 3c¢; 64, Tc. See likewise
Cajetan on the last-cited text. Note that Aquinas sometimes links together
directe et per se, as opposed to indirecte vel per accidens, the distinction
being precisely that what is willed directe et per se is willed as a means: I-II,
76, 4 (choosing to remain ignorant of something, so as to remain undis-
turbed in some sinful course of conduct, is choosing ignorance directe et per
se; choosing to neglect one’s studies in favor of some other activity, aware
that the upshot will be ignorance, is choosing ignorance only indirecte et per
accidens).

40 See in IT Phy. lect. 8 (no. 214); in VII Meta. lect. 6 (no. 1382); in XTI
Meta. lect. 8 (nos. 2269, 2284).
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which is morally relevant, which is the description they have
as willed (and therefore as intended and chosen) .**

The distinction between behavior in genere naturae and
acts in genere moris is readily misunderstood; ** people treat it
as conveying simply that behavior understood in genere na-
turae is assessed by comparison with moral norms and conse-
quently judged and described in genere moris, i.e. with the
peculiarly moral predicates such as “ just,” “ unjust,” “ virtu-
ous,” “ vicious,” and so forth.** A number of Aquinas’s illus-
trations of the distinction are worded in ways which encour-
age this misunderstanding. This is no mere accident, but re-
sults from the fact that St. Thomas’s interest in how behavior
of one and the same “ natural ” or physical type can constitute
morally significant acts of different types is an interest focussed
on the moral payoff. That is to say, it is an interest in the
cases where the difference of type entails a difference between
right and wrong, virtue and vice, moral goodness and moral
evil. Still, the importance St. Thomas attributes to the dis-
tinction between acts in genere naturae and in genere moris is
quite unintelligible unless we understand that talking of acts
in genere moris is no more and no less than talking of them
under the descriptions which enable the peculiarly moral
predicates to be accurately applied to them.

More particularly: acts are morally significant and are

3

4 E.g De Malo 2, 2, ad 13: “ actus exteriores non pertinent ad genus moris
nisi secundum quod sunt voluntarii; acts external [to the will’s own aects]
have a moral character only according as they are willed.”

42 Notice that by thus distinguishing between ‘“behavior” and “ acts,” in
line with the distinction between in gemere noturae and in genere moris, I
(like Grisez and others) use a terminological distinction which has no clear
parallel in Aquinas (other than the latter distinction to the extent that it
is clear!).

43 See the critique of this misunderstanding in Martin Rhonheimer, Natur
ols Grundlage der Moral (Innsbruck; Viemna: Tyrolia 1987), 327, n. 25.
But we should not fail to note that St. Thomas is willing to identify or
specify acts by reference to morally relevant circumstances which are praeter
intentionem and thus in a sense is willing to treat good and bad, right and
wrong, virtue and vice, as if they were somehow categories within the moral
order (see e.g. 8T I-II, 18, 4 & 10), and that this is a source of confusion.
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morally assessed in terms of their type, their intrinsic char-
acter, just insofar as they are willed, are expressions of the
agent’s free self-determination in choice. More precisely: for
mora] assessment and judgment, the act is what it is just as
it is per se, i.e. just as it is intended, i.e. under the description
it has in the proposal which the agent adopts by choice—not
under some self-deceiving description offered by conscience to
conscience to rationalize evil, but under the description it has
in the practical reasoning which makes the option (the pro-
posal) seem to the chooser intelligent, eligible, “ the thing for
me to do.” Thus we have the core of successive articles in the
Commentary on the Sentences, discussing Peter Lombard’s re-
jection of the Abelardian “ ethics of intention,” ** a rejection
which Aquinas regards as fundamentally correct but excessive:
actiones differunt specie secundum
diversitatem formarum, quae sunt
principia actionum, quamvis etiam

agentia specie non differant . ..
Forma autem voluntatis est finis et

actions differ in type, according to

the diversity of their forms (which
are the principles of actions), even
when what is acting does not differ
in type ... Now: the will’s form is

bonum, quod est obiectum et volitum;
et ideo oportet quod in actibus volun-
tatis inveniatur differentia specifica
secundum rationem finis. Bt quia
actus sunt in genere moris ex hoc
quod sunt voluntarii, ideo in genere
moris est diversitas speciet secundum

the end and the good which is the
will’s willed object. And so there
must be differences of type in acts
of will, in accordance with difference
of end. And because acts have moral
stgnificance from the fact that they
are acts of will, so there is morally

diversitotem finis.45 stgnificant difference of type insofar

as those acts have diverse ends.

4¢ See Peter Lombard, Sentences II 40. Lombard says here that, in rela-
tion to something wrongful (malum) per se, we should deny that its wrong-
fulness comes from purpose or will (ex fine et voluntate, or secundum in-
tentionem et causem). With this denial Aquinas disagrees. His disagree-
ment is not with the judgment that there are acts which, as he states, are
wrong in themselves and cannot in any way be rightly done (de se malus,
qui nullo modo bene fieri potest). It is with Lombard’s denial that such acts
are wrong by reason of will, intention, purpose (finis). Such acts, says
Aquinas, ere wrongful by reason of the acting person’s will. There need be
nothing wrong with his intentio or wvoluntas intendens, his ultimate moti-
vating purpose (finis ultimus), e.g. to give money to the poor. What is
wrongful is, rather, his choice, his electio or voluntas eligens, his immediate
purpose (obiectus prowimus or finis prowzimus) e.g. to forge this testament:
In Sent. 11, 40, 2.

45 In Sent. 11, 40, 1, 1c.
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But ends are more and less ultimate or proximate, and the
more ultimate can be said to be the intention with which the
more proximate, chosen object—most proximately, the out-
ward action itself, or the action’s materia circa quam **—is

chosen. So:

. . . voluntas dupliciter potest con-
siderari: vel secundum quod est in-
tendens, prout in ultimum finem
fertur; vel secundum quod est
eligens, prout fertur in obiectum
proximum, quod in finem ultimum
ordinatur. 8i consideretur primo
modo, sic malitia voluntatis sufficit

ad hoc quod actus malus esse dicatur:

quia quod malo fine agitur malum
est. Non autem bonitas voluntatis
intendentis sufficit ad bonitatem
actus: quia actus potest esse de se
malus, qui nullo modo bene fieri
potest. Si autem consideretur vol-
untas secundum quod est eligens, sic
universaliter verum est quod @ boni-
tate voluntatis dicitur actus bonus,
et a malitic malus.A7

Willing can be considered under two
aspects, (i) as intention, insofar as
it bears on an ultimate end, (ii) as
choice, insofar as it bears on a
proximate object ordered towards
that ultimate end. Then: (i) When
we take willing as intending, we can
say that the will’s badness suffices to
make the act bad, since whatever is
done for a bad end is bad. Yet the
goodness of the intending will is not
sufficient to make the act good, for
the act may be bad in itself, an act
which in no way can it be good to
do. But (ii) if we take the will as
choosing, then it is universally the
case that the will’s goodness makes
the act good, and the will’s badness
makes the act bad.

46 “ actus aliquis habet duplicem finem: scilicet proximum finem, qui est ob-
jectum eius, et remotum, quem agens intendit”: In Sent. 11, 36, 5, ad 5; in
the ad 4m, Aquinas says that the materia circa quam (as opposed to the ma-
terio ex [or in] qua) “ est idem cum fine, quia objectum finig actus est,” and he
will repeat this quite straightforwardly in 87 I-II, 72, 3, ad 2 and 73, 3, ad
1. See also In Sent. II, 40, 1, 3c¢: “quia actus exterior comparatur ad volun-
tatem sicut obiectum ”; later he will say that “actus exterior est obiectum
voluntatis, inguantum proponitur wvoluntati a ratione ut gquoddam bonum
apprehensum et ordinatur per rafionem: et sic est prius quam actus volun-
tatis: I-II, 20, 1, ad 1; “quia actus exterior comstituitur in genere moris
inquantum est voluntarius, oportet quod formaliter consideretur species
moralis actus secundum obiectum interioris actus; nam species actus con-
sideratur secundum obiectum ”: De Malo 7, 3c. See further Rhonheimer,
Natur als Grundlage der Moral, 94-97, 318-343.

47 In Sent. II, 40, 1, 2. (The question of circumstances is left aside in
Aquinas’s implicit assessment of the Lombard’s position.) Likewise ST I-
II, 20, 2c: “8i igitur voluntas sit bona et ex obiecto proprio et ex fine,
consequens est actum exteriorem esse bonum. Sed non sufficit, ad hoe quod
actus exterior sit bonus, bonitas voluntatis quae est ex intentione finis: sed
si voluntas sit mala sive ex intentione finis sive ex actu volito, consequens
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And, ten to fifteen years later, St. Thomas will say the same in
the De Malo:

Si ... sub intentione comprehend- If by “ intention ” one understands

atur non solum intentio finis sed not only the intending of end but also

voluntas operis, sic verum est, in the willing of means, then it is true

bono et in malo, quod quantum ali- to say that, in good deeds and bad

quis intendit tantum facit. 48 alike, what one does is what one
intends.

Before illustrating this, I should forestall a possible misgiv-
ing or misunderstanding. Does all this amount to saying that
one’s moral responsibilities are exhausted by one’s responsibili-
ties to choose or to exclude actions of certain types described
in genere moris? By no means. Bonum ex integra causa,
malum. autem ex quocumque defectw. One has important re-
sponsibilities to avoid or prevent certain states of affairs which
are not included within the description in genere moris of one’s
own or perhaps any one else’s acts. Some of these states of
affairs may be picked out as being within one’s moral re-
sponsibility (i.e., as being morally relevant circumstances) pre-
cisely by being foreseen effects, though side-effects (effects
praeter intentionem) , of one’s own action. Still, consequences
(foreseen or unforeseen) which follow praeter intentionem
from what one does are not part of what one does; they are
within one’s moral responsibility by virtue of moral principles
and norms quite distinet from those reasons (those moral
principles and norms) which require or exclude doing certain
types of things.

I return to the theme of intention’s role in the characterizing,
the very identification, of actions. St. Thomas’s clearest ex-

est actum exteriorem esse malum.” But I-II, 20, lc adds a refinement to
the thought that a bonitate voluntatis dicitur actus bonus: “ Bonitas autem
vel malitia quam habet actus exterior secundum se, propter debitam materiam
et debitas circumstantias, non derivatur a voluntate sed magis a ratione.
Unde si consideretur bonitas exterioris actus secundum quod est in ordina-
tione et apprehensione ratiomis, prior est quam honitas actus voluntatis.”
This, of course, in no way qualifies but rather confirms the general strategy
of judging the moral goodness and badness of behavior by judging it as it is
n genere moris, 1.e. as willed, i.e. ¥n ordinatione et apprehensione rationis.
48 De Malo 2, 2, ad 8.
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ample of the distinction between behavior in genere naturae
and the same behavior considered precisely as morally signi-
ficant, as an act in genere moris, is: sexual intercourse with
someone not one’s spouse and sexual intercourse with omne’s

spouse:

cum recipiat speciem ab obiecto,
secundum aliquam rationem obiecti
specificabitur actus comparatus ad
unum activum prineipium, secundum
quam rationem non specificabitur
comparatus ad aliud. ... Si ergo
obiecta humanorum actuum consid-
erentur quae habeant differentias
secundum aliquid per se ad rationem
pertinentes, erunt actus specie dif-
ferentes secundum quod sunt actus
rationis, licet non sint species dif-
ferentes secundum quod sunt actus
alicuius alterius potentiae; sicut
cognoscere mulierem suam et cognos-
cere mulierem non suam sunt actus
habentes obiecta differentia secundum
aliquid ad rationem pertinens,; nam
suum et non suum determinantur
secundum regulam rationis; quae
tamen differentiae per accidens se
habent si comparentur ad vim genera-
tivam vel etiam ad vim concupis-
cibilem. Et ideo cognoscere suam et
cognoscere non suam specie differunt
secundum quod sunt actus rationis,
non autem secundum quod sunt
actus generativae aut concupiscibilis.
In tantum autem sunt actus humani
in quantum sunt [NB!] actus ra-
tionis. Sic ergo patet quod differunt
specie in quantum sunt actus humani.
Patet ergo quod actus humani ex
specie sua habent quod sint boni vel
mali.¢®

Since acts have their character by
reason of their object, one aspect of
its object may give an act a spe-

cific character in relation to one ac-
tive principle when the same aspect
of its object does not give the act a
specific character in relation to an-
other active principle. . .. So, con-
sidering human acts’ objects as they
differ in accordance with a factor
per se pertaining to reason, there are
acts which differ in character inso-
far as they are acts of reason even
though they do not differ in char-
acter insofar as they are the acts of
some other capacity. Thus, inter-
course with one’s own wife and in-
tercourse with a woman not one’s
wife are acts which have different
objects in accordance with a factor
pertaining to reason—for being or
not being one’s own is a matter
settled by a criterion of reason; but
such differences are incidental in re-
lation to the generative capacity or
even to the sensory appetite. And

so intercourse with one’s wife and
intercourse with enother differ in
type insofar as they are [NB!] acts
of reason, but not insofar as they are
acts of the reproductive capacily or
of bodily desire. But they are human
acts just insofar as they are [NB!]
acts of reason. So it is clear that
they differ in type precisely as human
acts. Thus it is clear that human
acts by their type have something
which makes them good or bad.

49 De Malo 2, 4e; also In Sent. IV, 26, 1, 3, ad 5; ST I1-11, 18, 5, ad 3.
This difference is a difference in object, i.e., in intentjon; that the ome with
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For there seems no reason to doubt that intercourse with some-
one not one’s spouse can feel just the same as marital inter-
course, involves the same psychosomatic dynamisms and per-
formances, can be reproductive in just the same biological way
—will regularly, therefore, be the same sort of act in genere
naturage. But though non-marital intercourse can be very
human, can intend various sorts of benefits, even mutual bene-
fits, it cannot have the object, the intention, of expressing a
permanent and exclusive commitment to cooperation for the
all-round good of one’s spouse and of children present and
future—cannot be the same sort of act in genere moris.

Likewise, the physical behavior and causality and outcome,
and even in some cases the emotional and imaginative accom-
paniments and sequelae, can be exactly the same in (i) a case
of shooting, foreseen as lethal but chosen, as the only available
means of self-defense, as in (ii) a case of shooting to kill,
chosen to take advantage of circumstances which will support
the legal defense/excuse called “ self-defense ”’; but lethal self-
defense and intending to kill in the course of self-defense are
quite different acts in genere moris, even though some acts of
lethal self-defense are immoral because unfairly careless about
the availability of non-lethal means of self-defense. Self-de-
fense is, of course, a case carefully analysed in this way by
Aquinas; *° other cases which illustrate the relevant distine-
tions may readily be added. For example: hysterectomy to
deal with a uterine disease is in genere naturae identical with,

whom one has intercourse is also someone else’s spouse is a difference in cir-
cumstance rather than in object, though a circumstance which is so important
that it too changes the moral type {from fornication to adultery): De Malo
7, 4c. Notice, too, that the morally bad (unreasonable) act is judged as it
is, ie. as an act of reason, i.e. of adopting by choice a proposal shaped by
intelligence (though an intelligence partially mastered by passions):
“bonum per rationem repraesentatur voluntati ut obiectum: et inquantum
cadit sub ordine rationis, pertinet ad genus moris, et causat bonitatem
moralem [or malitiam moralem, insofar as the bonum is merely apparent:
ad 1] in actu voluntatis”: 87 I-II, 19, 1, ad 3.
50 9T, I1-11, 64, 7.
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but in genere moris quite different from, hysterectomy of the
same uterus to prevent a possible future pregnancy; adminis-
tering pain-killing drugs to relieve pain, with awareness that
they will also shorten life, involves the same behavior but is
not the same act as administering the same drugs to hasten
death and thereby eliminate pain; washing out the uterus with
a spermicidal solution to repulse a rapist’s invasion of a
woman’s body involves the same behavior but is not the same
act as washing out the same uterus with the same spermicide
to prevent pregnancy as a result of intercourse to which the
woman consented. And so forth.”

This section’s theme, confirming the preceding section’s
conclusion, has been that what a human act is per se is what it
is tntended as—what it therefore is, in genere morts. This
thesis has an implication already touched upon. The actus
exterior which St. Thomas’s later writings, more prominently
and systematically than his earlier,** distinguish from the actus

511 entirely accept the contention of Garth Hallett [S.J.], Christian Moral
Reasoning (Notre Dame University Press, 1983), 23, that the appropriate
perspective for discussing all these matters is the perspective of the anteced-
ent conscience (i.e. of practical reasoming in response to the question what
shall I do). But his inference that in this perspective intention * drops
from consideration” and one considers ‘ sheer behavior such as aborting a
fetus, pre-marital intercourse, sending arms to Bl Salvador, legalizing mari-
juana, divorcing and remarrying, fixing prices, registering for the draft”
(loc. cit.) is entirely mistaken; no behavior can be identified as constituting
one of these actions without reference to the intentions of the parties, and in
most if not all of these cases there could be instances in which a person
deliberately behaving in the way Hallett has in mind would not be doing the
act described in genere moris by one or other of the forms used by Hallett:
e.g. one who removes a cancerous preghant womb which he knows to be
pregnant need not be adopting the proposal to abort @ fetus; an air traffie
controller who orders an aircraft loaded with arms to divert to El Salvador
to save the crew from a hurricane is not adopting the proposal to send
arms to El Salvador; a legislator who votes for an omnibus bill simply be-
cause it outlaws abortion, and who has tried to excise its provisions legal-
izing marijuana, is not adopting the proposal to legalize marijuana, i.e., is
not legalizing marijuana.

52 The distinction is present in his early works: see n. 46 above, and In
Sent. 11, 40, 1, 2¢; art. lc of that quaestio had just stated the proposition I
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voluntatis is the outward act considered not as a piece of be-
havior in genere naturae but precisely as the doing of what
was chosen, 1.e., as the carrying out of the proposal shaped by
intelligence and adopted by choice—i.e., considered under the
description which it had in the practical reasoning which made
it seem the thing to be doing.®

v

I return to the confused and mistaken positions which I
outlined at the outset.

Intention is a matter of what one chooses to do, not a mat-
ter of the emotions with which one makes or carries out the
choice. Many things people choose to do they choose and do
with great repugnance and reluctance, “ regretting ” the steps
they take (“regrettable necessities”). So “no one approves
of abortion,” but many people choose it “ as the lesser of two
evils.” The young surgeon who with a great reluctance per-
forms half-a-dozen “social indication ™ abortions, solely be-
cause otherwise he would not be allowed to become an obste-
trician and help babies endangered in pregnancy and birth,
fully intends to abort and destroy the foetuses he aborts and
destroys. Their destruction is for him not an end in itself, but

am now advancing in the text, in this way: “hoe modo aliquid ad genus
moris pertinet quo voluntarium est; ideo ipsi actus voluntatis qui per se et
immediate ad voluntatem pertinent, per se in genere moris sunt; . . . actus
autem imperati a voluntate, eliciti per aliag potentias, [these are the acts
which the Summa will call exterior] pertinent ad genus moris per accidens,
scilicet secundum quod suni ¢ voluntaie imperati. . . )’

53 The refinements and terminological adjustments in ST I-II, 20, 1-3 do
not affect the fundamental position reached in In Sent. II, 40, 2: Si . ..
consideretur voluntas secundum quod est eligens [as distinct from intendens
in the narrow sense of intending a relatively ultimum finem], sic univer-
saliter verum est quod a bonitate voluntatis dicitur actus bonus, et a malitia
malus. For, as Aquinas goes on to point out then and there, the goodness or
badness of the choice depends on the goodness or badness of the deliberation
to which the choice is a kind of conclusion, and so the choice will be bad if
deliberation has (e.g.) proposed some bad object, even with a good inten-
tions (i.e. as means to some further and good object in view).
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is something he needs in order to show his competence and
willingness to participate in the health care system; it is a
means his choosing of which constitutes an end for (and in)
the carrying out of his technical performance in the operation.

In considering oneself (or others) morally responsible for
what one intends—in that central sense of responsibility which
is the only sense relevant to the specific negative moral abso-
lutes, such as do not blaspheme, commit suicide, commit adult-
ery, kill the innocent—one is not attributing any significance
to some supposed inner act somehow supplementing or rein-
forcing one’s act of deliberately doing (scil. of choosing to
do . ..). There is no such preliminary or in any other way
supplementary inner act. Choosing to do something is what in-
tending something is; to acknowledge that reference to inten-
tion can add something to talk of choice is simply to acknowl-
edge that whatever one chooses to do has some point, is chosen
for some reason, with a view to some benefit; talk of intention
in the narrow sense simply picks out that point, that reason,
that supposed benefit.

What consequences, results, outcomes of one’s choosing and
doing are to be judged intended and what are to be judged
side-effects (praeter intentionem) is not to be determined by
considering which consequences were foreseen or foreseeable
and which not, which were physically immediate (*“directly
caused ”) and which not, which were humanly important or
emotionally impressive and which not, which are treated by
convention and common speech as part of the action and
which not. It is settled simply by considering why one is doing
what one is doing, counting as within the proposal one has
adopted by choice everything which one wants for its own sake
or for the sake of what one wants for its own sake, and de-
seribing each and every aspect of the behaviour just as, and
to the extent that, it is described in the practical reasoning
which identifies its point.** “ The innocent may not be direct-

5¢ Omissions and forbearances, in the morally precise (contrast n. 28 supra)
sense of decisions not to do something, to avoid the bad side-effects of doing
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ly killed ” does not mean: You must not take steps which re-
sult immediately in killing innocents. Nor does it mean: You
may take steps for the sake of killing innocents so long as the
killing is neither desired for its own sake nor factually insepar-
able from what you do desire. Still less does it mean: You
may not kill the innccent unless doing so is a proportionate
means to some greater good such as saving more lives. It
simply means: You may not make the killing of an innocent
either your end (as in revenge) or a means (as in funding
abortions for the sake of securing equality between rich and
poor women) .** Intention cannot be explained, and intentions
cannot be identified, by reference to what one *knowingly
gives rise to” or “deliberately causes” or *“immediately and
necessarily causes” but only by attending to the course of
practical reasoning in the deliberation which ends in choice.
In sum: St. Thomas’s account of intention, properly under-
stood, yields much of the clarification essential to moral anal-
ysis. Fuller clarification will attend more thoroughly to the
distinctions which St. Thomas himself identified as funda-
mental but did not systematically elaborate, between the four
orders: of nature, of reasonings, of choices, of techniques.®®
What is per se and what per accidens in one order does not
settle what is per se and per accidens in another; what is

it, Tequire special attention: see the analyses of non-contraceptive periodic
abstinence in Grisez, Boyle, Finnis, and May, “ ¢ Every Marital Act Ought
to Remain Open to New Life’: Toward a Clearer Understanding,” The
Thomist 52: 399-408.

55 Thus “direct ” killing of the innocent is explained as killing either as
an end or as a means, by Pius XII (12 Nov. 1944: Disc. ¢ Radiomess. VI,
191-2), by Paul VI (Humanae Vitae (1968), footnote 14, and by the Con-
gregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (de Aboriu Procurato, 18 Nov. 1974,
para. 7; Donum Vitae, 22 February 1987, footnote 20). For similar explana-
tions of “direct” in terms of “as an end or as a means,” see Pius XII,
AAS 43 (1951): 838 (killing), 843-4 (sterilization); A48 49 (1957): 146
(euthanasia); AAS 50 (1958): 734-5 (sterilization). On the question of
cranjotomy, see Finnis, “ Intention and Side-effects” in Frey and Morris,
eds., Liability and Responsibility (Cambridge University Press, 1991), p. 57,
note 37; Grisez, Christian Moral Principles, 309, n. 5.

56 See n. 24 supra.
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naturally or technically intermediate between agent and end
does not settle what is means and what side-effect in the moral
order of choices made for reasons. There is much in St.
Thomas’s vocabulary, as in the idiom of our own culture,
which obscures such distinctions and thus impedes the appro-
priation of moral truth, including certain truths which Aquinas
himself willingly affirmed.
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ISCUSSION OF meaning and referring in the terms

laid down in a classic article of Frege’s has generated

a stereotyped attitude to the question in the minds of

many. It is simply assumed that meaning is, as it were, the

contrary of reference. In logic this is reflected by the assumed

paradigm of there being formal systems which are called purely

formal to the extent that they are ‘ uninterpreted ’, i.e. divorced
from all questions of reference.

If as a matter of history we accept that modern logic has
grown basically out of Kantian soil, then it should not sur-
prise that it is generally linked with a form of apriorism. The
violence of the movement against ‘ psychologism ’> shows how
strong the danger is of linking the necessities of logic with
those supposed epistemic necessities the non-Kantian realist
can only regard as spurious. Anyhow this paper will be less
directly about logic than about those supposed necessities. I
mean such constraints as Jonathan Bennett calls in general the
“ veil of perception 2, as if perceiving, which should be an un-
veiling or bringing to light, at the same time obscures what is
seen or thought. The same idea recurs in the recent theory of

1 Cf. Henry Veatch, Intentional Logic (Yale, 1952) :

In trying to subsume ordinary intentional relations like that of subject-
predicate under the more abstract forms of a completely uninterpreted rela-
tional pattern . . . treated simply as a one-term relation on a par with all
the . . . n-term real relatioms . . . mathematical logicians have in effect
changed the character of such intentional relations completely. . . . {pp. 77-
78)

2 See J. L. Mackie’s Problems from Locke.

29
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‘internal realism’, just a more confusing name for transcen-
dental idealism so far as I can see.

There is of course no sense to the idea of checking what we
claim to know against what we do not yet know. Yet here
we should not be discussing precisely truth but the quite
separate ontological question whether “ THE WORLD is in-
dependent of any particular representation we have of it”
(Putnam’s notion of the ‘metaphysical realism’ he rejects),
whether “reality is altogether independent of experience,” as
Michael Devitt argues.® This is a question of the being of the
world, which existed before I did. Even as concerns the pres-
ent moment, the world is such that I or you might not exist,
and this contingency of cognitive beings, severally or generally,
to the actual world, as a possibility inherent in ¢, may not
without more ado be identified with the quite different possi-
bility of another world, like to this except for the absence of
me or you. For the former is a real if passive possibility in a
thing, viz., the world, the latter is merely an alternative con-
ception or idea of a different and merely possible thing. The
concept of my dog with a broken leg is a different concept from
that of my dog as healthy, but it is of the same dog, and that
is why I don’t want him to break his leg. The world without
me was and would be the same world, though differently con-
ceived.

This is the basic requirement of realism, which philosophers
have often violated, confusing the metaphysical with the
epistemological, the real with the certain. For example Des-
cartes reasoned fallaciously from his being certain, as he
thought, of the soul’s but not of the body’s existence to the
ontological separateness of these two. Kant, again, seemed to
reason from duty as a pure concept or epistemic entity to the
real separateness, as a positive value, of the motive of duty
from any motive of pleasure or aspiration to happiness. Yet it
i1s possible, indeed probable, that in reality soul and body,

8 M. Devitt, “ Realism and the Renegade Putnam,” Nous 1983, p. 297.
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though distinguishable, do not have separate acts of existence,
and, in any human existence, that the motive of duty both can-
not and ought not to be separated from the distinguishable
motives of happiness or love.

The confusion is, I think, given formal expression in Hume’s
repeated principle, “ whatever is conceivable is possible,” which
can however be traced back to Duns Scotus’s formal distine-
tion on the part of the thing (distinctio formalis a parte ret):
“To every formal entity there adequately corresponds some
being,” *—the same principle as that of Descartes’s Sixth Medi-
tation, comments André de Mauralt.® This is true even though
Scotus is using the principle to defend a more extreme realism
or reification of ideas than the Aristotelian or moderate realism
Putnam calls ‘ metaphysical.” It has in common with idealism
or the associated pragmatism the confusion of the actual with
the epistemic that I mentioned.

We can, if we wish, refuse to speak of the truth of that which
is unconnected with any human knower. Truth, after all, is
in mente, as both Aristotle and Aquinas vigorously affirm.
But then we can no lenger claim to decide the question of the
truth of realism; realism versus idealism is, after all, one ques-
tion, the nature of truth and falsity another. Necessarily prior
to the truth of things is the being of things. Now the idea of
the truth of things is scarcely intelligible in the analytical tra-
dition. But even if we confine ourselves to the truth of speech
or thought, “it is the fact that a thing is or is not that makes
opinion or speech true or false.” ®

Talk of ‘representations’ in a sense gives the game away,
and certainly I should say there is no future in arguing for the
extra-mental real as an inferred entity. Rather, in knowing I
know that I know, as in sense-cognition I know, or sense, that
I sense, but this reflexive act, qua reflexive, is, logically if not
temporally, second. Dummett seems wrong in saying that for

4 Duns Scotus, Rep. Paris. 1, dist. 12, q.2 n.6.
5 Cf. Studia Philosophica (Basle) 29 (1969): 113.
6 Aristotle, Categories 5, 4b8.
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the Scholastics logic was the beginning of philosophy, the
starting-point.” For “logic is said to be concerned with the
way in which we speak of things; metaphysics with the ° exist-
ence of things’.”*® Logic was also called the science of second
intentions. This suggests a primacy or °starting-point’ for
metaphysics, logic coming to the fore with subsequent reflection
back on the self as speaker or thinker. In this perspective
there is a clear analogy with epistemology, and it is historically
quite natural that a pan-logicism should have succeeded to a
pan-psychologism or epistemologism. The opposition is rela-
tive to a wider agreement in not beginning with ‘ the existence
of things’.

This is why it is significant that Dummett, who believes, in
contrast to Hans Sluga’s well-argued view,® that Frege was
a realist, says that nonetheless he might as well have been an
idealist since his achievement was to free logic from epistemo-
logical presuppositions. It is significant in at least allowing
for the continuity with Kantianism I claim to find. For it is a
serious question whether a realist could devise a Fregean logic,
declaring (sic Dummett) indifference to realism. Put different-
ly, is not this indifference itself a metaphysical, indeed an
idealist stance? Does it not condemn logic to being a field of
study of the relations between pure, i.e. non-intentional con-
cepts? *° For the realist, though, logic is intentional, that is,
having first emphasized the difference between the order among
concepts as such and the order of that which they intend, viz.,
the objects of reference, its major care is to spell out the in-
strumentality of the logical entities, concept, proposition, argu-
ment, e.g., in predication. A realist, for example, will always

7 ““ Frege,” Bncyclopedia of Philosophy (ed. Edwards).

& Robert W. Schmidt, The Domain of Logic according to Saint Thomas
Agquinas (The Hague, 1966), p. 46.

9 Hans D. Sluga, “ Frege and the Rise of Analytic Philosophy,” Inguiry
18 (1975): 471-487; “Frege’s Alleged Realism,” Inquiry 20 (1977): 227-242.

10 “ 1t is never anything but the connections of our representations that
constitute the subject matter of our investigations.” Lotze, Logik, 2nd ed.
1880, p. 491.
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explicitly be able to distinguish the real relation of John to
Mary stated in “ John is the husband of Mary ” from the pure-
ly logical relation of John to what is predicated of him so as to
say what he is (Mary’s husband), this being a relation not of
husband but of identity.**

Of course people feel as a difficulty in beginning with ‘ the
existence of things’ that they will be incompetently duplicat-
ing the work of the natural scientists. On this view there is no
properly philosophical ontological competence, only a logical
competence.'®

IT

What would such a philosophical ontological competence be
that differed radically from that of the natural sciences? If I
have given some reason to start with  the existence of things’
and not with second inventions, then this question is of central
relevance, especially in view of my indicating, for realists, a
dependence of logic upon metaphysics.*®

As a matter of history, what was felt to be Aristotelian ver-
balizing was abandoned in favour of Baconian experimenta-
tion, as if the new experimental science and the older philos-
ophy of nature were basically the same type of inquiry, sci-
entific method in the new sense merely being more efficient.
But Bacon, Locke, and the others were mistaken about this.
Philosophy of nature, as distinet from natural science, is in-
trinsically bound up with a realist theory of meaning and is
in fact a sustained attempt to build up a scientific language,
in the spirit of Carnap one might say.

11 Cf. S. Theron, “ Does Realism make a Difference to Logic?” The Monist,
April 1986.

12 See the review of John C. Cahalan’s Causel Realism (New York, 1985)
in Theologie und Philosophie (G. Brimtrup), 1987, pp. 127-130:

Zur Kompensation seiner Inkompetenz wird er den empirischen Wissen-

schaftlern Naivitit vorwerfen, wenn sie . . . unreflektiert annehmen, die

Dinge, deren Existenz sie in ihren Theorien behaupten, existierten wun-

abhingig von diesen Theorien.

13 See the discussion of the Anscombe-Lewis controversy in the article cited
above, nn, 11.
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When Quine defines a type of meaning (stimulus meaning)
as some thing or event or group of such elements in the world
(‘ the class of all the stimulations . . . that would prompt his
assent’) he treads an Aristotelian path.** For Aristotle the
forms of things were the meanings of the words naming them,
to the extent that these forms were, by an ‘intentional iden-
tity ’, the concepts the words most directly signified. In a sense
this is the opposite of the procedure of ostensive ‘ teaching of
words ’ imagined by Wittgenstein.?® Yet Aristotle could agree
with Quine that the stimuli, if indicated to the speaker (they
need not be ‘pointed to’), would prompt his assent.” For
him though this would be incidental, a mere szgn that that was
what was meant, while for Quine it seems constitutive of the
relevant class of things (e.g. “evolving ocular irradiation pat-
terns’) which, for him too, i¢s the (stimulus) meaning.

We can prescind from Quine’s phenomenalism here and
wonder why he needs this third, behavioral feature of assent, a
mere necessary consequence, since if that is what the word
means who will know this if not the speaker? The word, ac-
cording to him, means for the speaker the relevant (or present)
stimulus. Why can we not have here a realism of knowledge
and hence meaning of stimuli which on a different metaphysics
would straightway become a realism of knowledge of sub-
stances?

{MJeaning, supposedly, is what a sentence shares with its transla-
tion; and translation at the present stage turns solely on correla-
tions with non-verbal stimulation.

The non-verbal correlates are the translation. Here though
meaning is shared between them and the sentence, a thought
incongistent on the surface with saying that the sentence’s
meaning, which it has, ¢s the translation, i.e., the translation
here does not in turn have a meaning. But of course transla-
tions usually do have meanings. Here it is the meaning.

14 W. V. Quine, Word and Object 8, p. 32.
15 Philosophical Investigations, I, 6.
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For Aristotle the translation in this prime sense would be
the concept which is the nature of the thing (not correspond-
ence but intentional identity) or, in this case, stimulus, inten-
tionally present in the mind and not a second entity at all.
For Quine, though, who takes sentences as the prime units of
meaning, even if they are of just one word, this notion of a
sort of proto-translation comes more easily. The contextual
principle indeed favors a close analogy between the world and
our language, as if they were two systems, more than does the
Aristotelian term-semantics. To make sentences the units of
meaning must be to project on to the world a structure char-
acteristically mental (the picture theory of meaning), unless
one go on to drop the world altogether. But for the Aristotelian,
we only construct sentences to rectify the insufficiency of our
original conceptions got by abstraction (see below), bringing
together the substance and its quality, say, which we had con-
ceived apart, the man and his whiteness, not however again
merely to conceive a white man, who may or may not exist, but
to echo or enact the given man’s act of being white (hence the
sentence is false if there is no such act, if the man is not white) .
It is this capturing of existence uniquely in the judgment
which is the truth behind the contextual principle Dummett
claims sophistication requires. In place of it the Aristotelian
has the complex nature (genus and difference) of all real defi-
nitions (see below) , which at least equally helps fulfil the need
to explain “ what it is for a whole language to function as a
language.”

In fact on a realist view, the meaning of terms is not separ-
able from what the substances (see below) referred to are and
what they naturally do (causal explanation). For their mean-
ing is their essence, understood always in relation to other
essences by means of the compositeness of definition. In so far
as there may be a limit to any possible realism (hence ‘ mod-
erate realism’), this limit will be on the part of the object,
not the knower. Realism, which is to say a theory of knowl-
edge not merely feeding on itself, requires a non-material pres-
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ence of the object known in the mind. This is the meaning of
meaning. For this very reason matter in itself, divorced from
form, is unintelligible, having, again, no actual being. In so
far as things are material and perishable they escape from lan-
guage,’® but to that same extent they lack being and truth,
the limitation, again, being on the part of the object. There
are no actual noumena that escape us.

Without further apology we can now offer a realist account
of natural substances precisely as a theory of meaning, the
meaning of our language. Part of this project will be to show
how even those principles we are pleased to regard as formally
logical are in fact derived a posteriori, like all our meanings
and intentions and understandings, from experience and, in-
deed, from the senses. This in itself should suffice to show that
our enterprise, right or wrong, is properly philosophical.

III

“ All being is true” (omne ens est verum), i.e. known or
knowable, is not the idealist tautology that everything the
mind can know is true, or that all that is true is what the mind
can know. We do not live in an interpreted world in that
sense, which is after all no interpretation at all, making of man
or the self ‘the absolute source’ (Merleau-Ponty). Yet we
live, and our knowledge is a function of our life. Thus far
Wittgenstein and even Putnam are right; we confer meaning
on nature, we make it intelligible; yet it is meaning we con-
fer, abstracting and thereby liberating the actual forms of
things. Anything else would be not meaning but distortion, an
unimaginable, literally indescribable chaos, even if the alterna-
tive is to make of man a privileged being and no mere part of
the nature he confidently and so naturally investigates (cf.
Plato: “the soul has learned everything ). The element of
conferral comes in, I repeat, because of the unintelligibility of

16 For this vivid phrase, and for much else in my presentation, I am in-
debted to some unpublished lectures by Herbert McCabe. The theses that
emerge, however, are my own.
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matter in itself, its having only potential meaning. The endless
generation and corruption of forms becomes fixed and ‘inter-
preted’, as meanings, in the spiritual mind. This linkage of
meaning and ‘spirit’ explains why Aquinas can see sense-
cognition as a spiritual change,'” a giving of significance to
things in the life of the animal, as intellectual cognition gives
them universal significance in the life of the human community.

“ All that is is true ” means that all that is is apt to be un-
derstood by us (and wvice versa) , not that only what we actual-
ly understand is or can be true. How it can be that all that is is
apt to be understood by us (in so far as it is) is a different
question altogether; the reductive dismissal of this situation
though by immanentist dogmatism is blatantly incoherent.
There is no place in philosophy for free-floating systems of
1deas merely related among themselves as objects, whatever
be the case in music or quantum physics. 4

For a realist almost the initial question is what are the units
or the carriers of reality or of being. Is there perhaps just one
unit, one being? Such a view would seem to exclude knower
and known, a duality, and indeed all change from one thing to
another. Something similar seems the case on an atomist view,
where all change is reduced to alterations of configuration in
the indestructible monads. But these implausible views seem
to take their rise from a failure to consider that there might be
many kinds of units, many levels of unity of being, whether
atom or elephant, just as there are many levels of discourse,
each equally legitimate where appropriate. Thus to be alive
is to exist at a certain level at which a certain level of dis-
course is the appropriate one. We men and women do after all
exist. One can talk of us in terms of our constituent atoms
(can one though?) but this indubitably abstracts from our
full reality, just as, moving in the opposite direction, one can
speak of men in terms of the species man.

17 Cf. articles in The Philosophical Review, viz. Sheldon M. Cohen, “ St.
Thomas Aquinas on the Immaterial Reception of Sensible Forms,” April 1982;
John J. Haldane, “ Aquinas on Sense-Perception,” April 1983. Haldane seems
to confuse immateriality and universaisvy.
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If men, elephants, and trees are ultimates in their own right,
then there are things (unlike the atoms) which begin and cease
to exist. This gives us a world with at least two kinds of change
in it, that where something begins to exist and that where
something happens to what already exists. Aristotle called
these substantial and accidental change (in his Physics), and
part of my aim here is to fasten upon the notion, I should say
the reality, of substance. I wish to show how closely it is as-
sociated with a sane philosophy of language, but without
thereby ceasing to be part of a philosophy of nature in the old
sense. o

This after all is what is indicated by the recent emphasis on
natural kinds and the discovery that “the extension of the
term is part of the meaning ” where indexical terms are con-
cerned. Thus Stephen Schwarz can say there can be “no
analytical statements with an indexical term as subject,”® a
judgment harmonizing perfectly with what we find Aquinas
saying on real definitions.

But having mentioned philosophies of language, sane or
otherwise, as well as the idea of atoms as the basic units of
both being and speech, I think it will be helpful here to com-
pare atomism in the philosophy of nature with logical atomism,
bearing in mind the non-analyticity of indexicals and the con-
sequent corrigibility of their definitions, i.e., of essential predi-
cations about them.

When Leibniz argued that if there are composites there
must be simples, he put this forward as a necessary truth about
the world or reality. “ What the essential nature is is not a
matter of language but of theory construction.” ** In affirming
this necessity, Leibniz was not excluding possible error about
its necessity, due perhaps to something he had failed to con-
sider. By contrast, if someone says that if there are composites

18 Stephen Schwarz, “ Putnam on Artefacts,” Philosophical Review, October
1978, pp. 566-574; cp. “ Natural Kinds and Nominal Kinds,” Mind 1980.

19 Putnam, “ Is Semantics Possible? ” in Necessity and Natural Kinds, ed.
Schwarz (Ithaca, 1977).
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there must be simples and he means by this to explicate not the
world but the term ‘ composite,” then there is no relevant way
in which he can be mistaken. He is virtually stipulating his
own usage.

In fact claiming that all statements of metaphysical neces-
sity are just disguised tautologies or are  analytic’ is a failure
to note the above distinction. In such statements, or in essen-
tial predications (such as Leibniz by his ¢ must’ implies about
composites) , the logical relation (identity) of subject to predi-
cate in the statement made is most easily confused with the
non-logical, transcendental relation of the thing with what it
is, its essence (composites and being composed of simples) in
reality. I presuppose a thesis of realist logic here. Another ex-
ample: it is a universal truth that whatever is A (where A is
any essence or quality) is not non-A, and this truth is prior to
what I would argue is its consequence, viz., that whatever is
said to be A cannot be said to be non-A.

Taking the derivation of simples from composites as a logi-
cal truth in fact creates an aprioristic demand for explanations
of an impossible character, in reaction to which incomplete ex-
planation has to be justified in its incompleteness, pragmatical-
ly.2* In a realist philosophy, however, the bare idea of unity
(mirrored in the demand for ideally simple units) is distin-
guished from the real units. There are as many levels of unity
as there are levels of being, with levels of discourse to go with
them, thus giving a legitimate non-pragmatistic sense in
which explanations can be incomplete.

Postulation of substantial change, we saw, is a direct con-
sequence of such realism: things are generated and corrupted
in a way not reducible to movement in the totality of ele-
ments.”* Corruptible substances, and not only imperishable

20 Cf, Wittgenstein, On Certainty :

“ At the foundation of well-founded belief lies belief that is not founded.”
(§253); cp. Philosophical Investigations I, 87. Cf. 8. Theron, “ Morality
and Right Reason,” The Monist, January 1983 (section IV).

21 B.g, Philosophical Investigations, I, 60,
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particles, are the things which ultimately are. This may be
“a matter of language,” but it is not a truth about language.

A consequence is that when we predicate of something what
1t is, its essence, that without which it could not be what it is
and hence could not be at all, then our predication is in the
category of substance. Substance (or substances) is the name
for what exists (or exist). Any other entities only exist in sub-
stances and so are called accidents of substance. It is only in
the mind, i.e. as a concept, that blueness (or events) might
seem to exist independently, although in fact it exists as an
accident of the man thinking it.

To predicate of something what it essentially (and neces-
sarily) is is not to make an ‘ analytic’ statement. In fact “ any
horse is an animal ” differs in logical type from “ any unicorn
is an animal,” by the fact that there are no unicorns. The sec-
ond sentence can only be giving all or part of the meaning of
a term; the first states a truth about horses, That it is an
‘essential truth could not alter this, and in fact one might be
mistaken about the genus of horses not simply or not at all
because one was mistaken about the word. I might believe
they were merely imitation animals or something else entirely.
Yet this does not mean it is a mere matter of fact that horses
are animals. In contrast Schwarz argues against Putnam that
it is a mere matter of fact and “not part of the specification
semantically associated with ‘pencil’” that pencils are arte-
facts.

What makes something a pencil are superficial characteristics . . .
analytically associated with the term “pencil”, not disclosed by
scientific investigation.

So it is “ not analytic that pencils are artefacts,” but neither is
there an essence as of a natural kind, giving us an indexical
term. Pencils, Schwarz speculates, logically might grow (be
thought to grow) on trees. Here he makes the penetrating
Aristotelian remark that “nominal kinds do not support in-
ductions.” We don’t dissect a chair, as we might a snake, to
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find its essence. He might have added that we are not logically
bound to dissect more than one snake, though a few more
might be needed to exclude the practical risk of a deviant.
This though is non-logical, a matter of the universal “ coming
to rest in the soul.” ** Something is a snake if it is one, if it
has the essential nature of snakes. “ Something is a pet if it
satisfies certain descriptions.” Pets are part of our language;
snake-nature is part of the world, made intelligible by putting
it into our language. This, incidentally, shows why human
actions as natural are not rightly spoken of as variously iden-
tifiable under varying descriptions. The dog is by nature a
dog; an action too is first of all what it is.

Saying what something is, e.g. a horse, Aquinas calls a defi-
nitio of that substance. But the sentence about unicorns mere-
ly gives a word’s meaning and hence, for him, is not a defini-
tion as so understood, i.e., of a substance, since there is no such
substance.?®

“ Any horse is an animal ” is of course not a complete defini-
tion. We might say a horse is an equine animal, leaving it to
zoologists to spell out the implications of this. Saying what
substances are requires both genus and species, the specific
difference (‘equine’) being needed to close or complete the
meaning of the genus. An open description is closed to give a
unit of meaning, which has to be composite because mean-
ings, which are essences as in the mind, are always understood
in relation to other meanings. To understand a being (what
a horse is) is to understand its place in a structural complex,
since this is how our minds work, on the model of talking
rather than of seeing. As I indicated earlier we have here a
better alternative on the part of realists to the insight that a
word does not have complete meaning on its own. This did
not compel them to say it only has meaning in sentences.
There are at at least two operations of the mind: the first, ap-
prehension of essences, being the formation of language (al-

22 Aristotle, Post. An. IT, 19.
23 Cf. Comm. in II Post. An. VII, lect. 6.
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ready, we saw, in some kind of verbal combination: notorious-
ly the child first uses ‘ Dada’ as an open genus word, applying
it to several men) ; the second, use of language to make true
judgments, saying what something ‘is.

Thus when I say “this animal is a horse” I do something
different from when I say “ this horse is brown * or tired or Eng-
lish. There is a special way in which the specific difference
operates on the genus to produce the species or definition. To
say an animal is equine is to specify the kind of animality. To
say a horse is brown, etc., is not to specify the horseness. A
brown horse is a horse in just the same way as a white horse,
but equine animality is different from canine animality, since
it is horses and dogs that exist. The meaning of ‘ animal’ is
not thereby varied; it merely requires of itself to be completed,
like a Fregean function. To call something an animal is not to
finish signifying its animality, as is calling it a horse. For
brownness, etc., lie outside of what it is to be a horse. Thus in
‘the brown horse’ the plurality of words corresponds to a
plurality in reality. The plurality of ‘equine animal’ how-
ever does not represent a plurality in the reality referred to
but a complexity in our way of grasping the single reality re-
ferred to. Thus (moderate) realism is able to emphasize, re-
late, and contra-distinguish the different realities of mind and
of world, neither confusing nor divercing them.

This procedure of definition only applies to entia per se, not
to entia per accidens, to what are accidentally treated by our
language as ‘beings’, like cities or prime-ministers or coal-
miners. For one is referring to men who only happen to be
prime-ministers or coal-miners during shorter or longer periods.
¢ City ’ refers to all kinds of mixtures and relations of entia per
se, such as men and stones. Hence one can call this procedure
the project of science in the Carnapian sense.

It excludes the empiricist notion of ‘ostensive definition ’.
‘London’ means a city. It does not mean London. It is
equivalent to ‘ this city °, which is a particular pointing depend-
ing on context, just as ‘London’ points to (but does not
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mean) London. For Aquinas the individual as such is unin-
telligible. Only the kind is intelligible. The meaning of
‘London’ is the meaning of ‘city’, of ‘Socrates’ that of
‘man’, a rational animal. The propriety of a proper name
adds no additional meaning, only an indication, such as ‘ this’
and  that ’ might also substitute for pointing.

v

The claim to know reality involves the claim to distinguish
between different kinds or degrees of reality, between eniia per
se such as men, dogs or blueness (accidents can be entia per
se) and entia per accidens (not to be confused with accidents)
such as postmen or cities. To know what something is is to
know what can be asked about it. Substance, on this view, is
the first thing known, condition equally for knowledge and for
something to be. It thus differs from Locke’s idea of it as
“ something I know not what,” lying behind appearances or
‘sense-data’. For Locke what was immediately experienced
was thereby immediately intelligible. Aquinas also stresses the
primacy of sense-experience yet sees it as only potentially in-
telligible material from which the mind can abstract the uni-
versal. For him, to begin to understand a thing is to have
some notion of what it is so that one can talk about it. This
is its essence or nature by which it is a substance. To be in-
telligible is thus not to be experienced but to be put into lan-
guage. The Lockean and Thomist interpretations of nihil in
wntellectu nisi prius in sensu are thus completely different. For
there to be knowledge we must first of all know what we are
talking about, the quod quid est, however vaguely, so as to
know what questions to ask. This difference lies behind some
puzzling features of Geach’s treatment of ‘abstractionism ’ in
Mental Acts.

So scientific understanding, again, is a matter of getting
back to the entia per se out of which our minds and everyday
language construct entia per accidens, and of proceeding from
vague to more precise notions of these entia once discovered,
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a process not at all opposed to experiment. Aquinas sought
to build a language fitted to explain the actual essences of
things. This, however, involves looking for the cause.

For knowing how to talk about something cannot be claimed
to be the whole of knowing what something is. Knowing what
something is is also to have certain expectations of it more
circumscribed than the range of logical possibilities (which
have to do with speech about it). The latter include the un-
expected. But knowing what a dog is includes expecting it to
go on four legs. This is not part of “ what it takes to be” (the
essence of) a dog. There might be a dog which never went on
four legs. But this would be abnormal, i.e., the expected prop-
erty is in fact a proprium and not merely incidental.

In a sense the proprium belongs to the essence. It is a power,
the exercise of which might, at least logically, be inhibited, but
which is nonetheless defined by its object and hence real, even
if not exercised. Any dog can go on four legs; any man is cap-
able of laughter. So when we see a dog not going on four legs,
a man who never laughs, an unfulfilled intention (to intend
properly is to intend to fulfil the intention), a deformed baby,
we seek for a reason, i.e., we look for a cause of what is not ex-
plained by the ‘ information’ (forma) we have.

This search for the cause is closely related to our considera-
tions about the universal “ coming to rest in the soul.” It is
not only a matter of repeated observation (Hume’s ‘ constant
conjunction ’) since we do not then yet see why the cause is a
cause (e.g., why acupuncture relieves pain), though we may
become convinced that it does (as everyone knows wasps
sting) . We have to go on to such a description of cause and
effect as will make the causal relation perspicuous. Only then
do we “know the cause.”

We can see here how the search for causes belongs to the
search for the ‘natural units’, for substances, picking out in
their behavior what is or is not ‘natural’, to be expected.
Causes are thus to be understood in terms of things with
natures and natural tendencies. “ The cause or explanation of
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something is that whose natural tendency is to bring it about ”
(McCabe, cf. note 16). Finding this thing and seeing how its
tendency is natural to it is analogous to the process of giving
real definitions (formation of language).

The scientific search for causes is the attempt to redescribe
the situation in terms of the entia per se involved and their
powers or propria. Of course we may be led to this, practically,
by the experience of “ constant contiguity and succession,” but
we have found the cause when there is no further reason why,
when the cause is exerting the powers of the thing that “ flow
from its essence ” (Aquinas), i.e., when it is acting in virtue of
what it is. Such powers are a natural extension of the essence,
by which the cause itself exists. A clear example is the repro-
ductive power of living things, bearing out Aquinas’s state-
ment that the cause produces what is similar to itself (omne
agens agit sibi simile) . For this applies even when the final
effects are dissimilar from the agent or from one another, since
this depends upon the (dissimilar) subject in which the similar
form is induced, e.g., heat makes ice wet but hair dry. “Like
causes like ” is actually the basic premise of science. It is
when we see the ‘ likeness ’ in virtue of which an effect has to
be the result of its cause, e.g., when we redescribe a situation
in terms of heat transference or, say, molecular motion, that
we are at least approaching the cause.

Vv

Matter, which I argued above is unintelligible divorced from
form, is for the same reason the principle of individuation. For
a substance to exist is for it to be that substance; for a horse
to exist, even for this horse, is for it to be a horse (this is what
it needs to be, quod quid erat esse). But we must also con-
sider the perishability of substances, or of this horse, for in the
case of material substances the essence, although it implies
existence, also implies the contingency of this existence. Any
such thing might cease to exist, by being changed into some-
thing else, e.g., a corpse. This is not a mere abstrct logical
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possibility (something you can say of it) but a real vulner-
ability of the substance considered, since here language is being
derived from what actually happens, rather than from hypo-
thetical ways of seeing the world based on linguistic categories.

This vulnerability of such substances is their materiality,
and it is why we have the term materia. For living things to
be is to live (esse est vivere), but to have a form such as the
life of a horse or a dog is not to be simply speaking (i.e., not
for ever) but only for a time. This matter of things is not
an aspect of them; that would be a form, intelligible. Their
matter is their unintelligibility as actual vulnerable individuals,
the way they escape from language, so that we can only point
or touch to identify them, i.e., it is the principle of individua-
tion.

For to explain what differentiates member A of a species
from member B of the same species, one cannot appeal to acci-
dental differences (color, position), which presuppose the dis-
tinction between the one and the other, as when I say the
one is white.** An accident presupposes the subject, as the na-
ture (horseness) does not. No form at all can account for their
being two individuals of the same nature. There is simply a
difference of matter, to be shown by pointing alone: this horse
is not that horse. It is a mistake to equate individuation with
spatial position. This position is nothing but a relationship
to my body when I point and can always change while the in-
dividual remains the same. Space and time are rather caused
by this materiality of things, hence they are not simply in-
telligible (as Kant made plain after his fashion). Thus no
formal characteristic, contrary as this seems to Kripke’s idea,*
suffices to identify an individual. Similarly, it is because our
understanding is of the natures of material things (under-

2¢ Cf. George Englebretsen, Analysis, March 1987, pp. 92-93.

25 To say that having the mother he had suffices to identify Hamlet (i.e.,
she is necegsarily his mother) seems to reason in a circle, since she is re-
ferred to precisely as his mother, which Gertrude in herself might not have
become. Whatever is essential for being human, nothing is essential for being
this or that human,
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standing itself being an essentially immaterial process) that
the mind needs the body and sensation as the way to acquire
these natures intentionally. There are for us no innate species;
the mind needs the body because of its object.

\2!

This last point raises the topic of sense-cognition. Without
some account of it, a realist theory of meaning will hardly be
complete, especially as we have claimed that even the prin-
ciples of logic (as indeed those of prawxis or ethics) are derived
from it. Its omission in several other types of meaning-theory
seems a great weakness, not justified merely by rejection of the
Lockean empiricism I myself criticized above. For without
sense-experience there is no concept-formation.

Treatment of sensation in fact becomes a necessity once we
get away from the Cartesian paradigm of life as consciousness
(shared by Teilhard de Chardin and projected back by him
into sub-conscious things) which allowed us to “ put the world
into brackets.” For Aristotle and Aquinas living things are,
rather, those born to move themselves, first merely vegetative-
ly, then by operations of sense, finally in the superior freedom
of intellect and will. Degrees of life are degrees of freedom,
and living things are true automobiles (cars are only imita-
tion automobiles since they don’t move themselves and are
not entia per se; one part moves another) .

But for the purposes of this paper I shall have to omit sys-
tematic treatment of life and sense-cognition, merely arguing
that such treatment is essential to a complete account of mean-
ing. Instead I move on to my promised account of the in-
duction of even the necessary principles of reason. By this
T hope to round off my attempt to reconcile those estranged
partners, meaning and reference. A properly philosophical ac-
count of sense-cognition will, of course, treat of it as the per-
ception of meanings (e.g., significances) for the life of the
animal concerned.

I have argued that such theories as that of ¢ internal realism ’
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cannot be put forward as alternatives to (external) realism.
Such a theory though might, I suppose, be seen as simply giv-
ing a very restricted content to ““ what there is.” There is cer-
tainly something, be it the philosopher philosophizing, sense-
data, or just the linguistic system or Lotze’s “ connections of
our representations.” This is all that is needed to give us real
being and hence, we shall see, give us the principle of non-con-
tradiction as an absolute truth and not only a pragmatic postu-
late.

The answer to the question, what distinguishes language
from all the other things that exist? would have to be, at least
in part, that it is our system of reference. It exists to point to
something else. And this is the posture it adopts even on the
most anti-realist view. It is the means by which and even the
milieu in which everything else is viewed. We seldom stop to
ask though (as does John Deely *®) how it is possible for lan-
guage to refer at all. If the sentence “T have two thumbs ” is
used (and not merely mentioned as an aural or visual object,
consisting of four ‘ words’), how am I able to see through it
to my having two thumbs? There is not really an isomorphism.
And if there were, what would it explain? One side of a ladder
does not begin to interpret or light up, much less refer to, the
other side, however many rungs join them.*

Tt is plain then that language does not refer in virtue of it-
self. No more do thoughts as the idealist conceives them. Yet
it must be in virtue of thoughts that language refers, since it
does. Material texts, uninterpreted or not subject to interpre-
tation, refer to nothing. They are just themselves. This means
we must depend on entities which are referring of themselves,
i.e., the being of which is to refer. These, of course, are mental
concepts and propositions. A substance whose being is only to

26 John Deely, “How Language Refers,” Studie Internazionali di Filosofia,
Autumn 1972; “The Ontological Status of Intentionality,” The New Scho-
lasticism 1972,

27 Cf. Henry Veatch, “ St. Thomas’s Doctrine of Subject and Predicate,” in
8t. Thomas Aquinas (1274-1974%), Commemorative Studies, (Toronto, 1974),
vol. 2.
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refer seems hard to conceive, but not so accidents of a sub-
stance—thoughts are accidents of men—and particularly if
these are accidents with the weakest possible grasp on being,
viz., accidents which are ad aliquid, i.e., relations. Concepts,
propositions, even traing of reasoning, can thus be seen as sim-
ply our relating to things, the instruments of knowledge of
those things.

How does it all start? What are the first objects known?
What are the first propositions formed? There might seem a
dichotomy here, since the terms of propositions refer to the
natures of things (as ‘ term ’ refers to what a term is) and we
then predicate terms of other terms, in a sort of primordial two
term theory (not the same as a ‘ two name’ theory) which the
most esoteric theories of concept and object can never do more
than modify. But what makes us go from one term to two
terms? There are clearly two disparate intellectual operations,
the apprehension of simple natures (which entails ‘concept
formation > but does not consist in it) and the judgment. At
the beginning, however, they very nearly coincide; abstraction
and induction, for which Aristotle had a common word, might
seem to be the same.

One might wonder why his discussion at the end of the
Posterior Analytics seems to go back and forth between ab-
straction and induction, between apprehension of a nature and
predication of one of another. However the fact that these
two operations are distinguishable does not mean that they
normally occur separately. It is the most natural thing, after
all, to pass from the apprehension of a nature from sense-ex-
perience to the judgment that this 7s the nature of the thing
sensed or what that thing essentially is, and this is what Aris-
totle calls the universal’s coming to rest in the soul, which
happens by a process of induction, even if just one instance
should suffice (see above). For even then it is distinguished
from abstraction by being a judgment as to what something is.

Besides these inductions, however, which have to do with
the establishment of our knowledge of the natures of things
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and which are probable just as often as they are certain, there
is the induction of first principles, which is certain. Clearly
first principles cannot be got by deduction, since then they
would not be first.

An alternative might seem that the first principles are known
by intuition. Certainly our grasp of the principle of non-con-
tradiction does seem intuitive in the sense of immediate. But
such immediate apprehension does not give us knowledge of
the principle as a considered judgment on which we can rely
in advance in all our reasoning. Intuition in itself carries no
such credentials. To know the universal is not always to know
it as universal. Still, in understanding anything we understand
that it is something and understand too that what we thus
concomitantly understand applies to all beings. We implicitly
make the particular judgment “This thing which is is not
(and cannot here and now be) non-existent.” This much is
intuitive or known without discourse (we feel an animal could
almost do it). But the conception of being as such will be
likely to require knowledge of many different beings, and hence
the knowledge of the universal principle of non-contradiction
will require induction from many such particular judgments.
And even if it did not and one instance sufficed, the mental
operation of universalization (i.e.induction) would be required
for the universal to “ come to rest in the soul.” In the case of
non-evident universal principles, this is what distinguishes in-
duction, going hand in hand with abstraction of a common
nature, from a mere enumeration of coincident regularities.
We pass from grasp of a factual connection to insight into a
necessary or essential connection. All we said about natural
kinds supports this. And the whole thing depends upon the
apprehension of reality in sense-experience.

For the senses in a way attain to the universal too, through
the vis cogitativa, which “ apprehends the individual as exist-
ing under a common nature,” the ratio particularis, also called
the vis aestimativa In non-rational animals, which unites into
some kind of unity the intentions of individual things, as a dog
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can develop a generalized hatred of cats. Unless this were so,
argues Aquinas, it would not be possible to derive universal
knowledge from sense-knowledge:

Non esset possibile quod ex apprehensione sensus causaretur in
nobis cognitio universalis.?®

This suggests that for Aquinas intellect in the newborn baby
is not anything actual at all but a pure potentiality waiting
to be activated by the particular cognition attained by the
senses (or at least, if entitatively actual, such an intellect is
not active) . There is, we might almost say, no active intellect
before its activity, its creativity, is activated. On this view the
question of realism seems to reduce to the verdict resulting from
a critique of sense-cognition. Can we, with Aquinas, say that
wdictum sensus est de ref 'The vis or sensus aestimativus,
which we call instinct and which may tell an animal, say that
a wolf is dangerous, has survival value, as we know. But the
only reason it has such a value is that the wolf is dangerous,
1., it estimates truly. The idea of survival value should never
have been opposed to the idea of truth, the wvalue of truth,
since it depends upon it. Any value is a measure of truth:
truth in the area of sensation is a matter of the formalities of
significance for the ‘ community ’ constituted by the organized
individual animal body or, at times, the whole species; what
has significance for the human community is ¢pso facto a truth
of intellect. That this last cannot be inverted in a pragmatistic
sense is shown, again, by the fact that the wolf is as dangerous
as the lamb estimates it to be, the mate estimated suitable for
reproduction s suitable for the purpose, as the continuance of
life demonstrates.

28 Comm. in I Phys., n. 11; emphasis mine.
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E USE THE TERM “infinite” so freely to desig-

nate what supposedly transcends something called

“the finite ” that one might imagine the concept to

be entirely unproblematic. Greek philosophy’s difficulty even

entertaining such an idea then appears as a sort of myopia,

which we in our superior enlightenment have escaped. I pro-

pose to examine the way in which one Greek mind, that of

Plotinus, came to entertain the idea. There may be no better

way to bring out the difficulties, as well as the possibilities,

inherent in a concept than to observe a first class philosophical

mind wrestling with it. T also hope to show that we have a lot
to learn from Plotinus.

Plotinus’s doctrine of the infinite has of course been ex-
amined before, on more than one occasion.® But those who
have done so, judging from what they say or do not say, ap-
pear to find nothing puzzling in the concept of infinite per-
fection ” or “ infinite being.” “ We ” have come to understand
exactly what it means (or at least we bandy the term about

1 For instance: A. H. Armstrong, “Plotinus’ Doctrine of the Infinite and
its Significance for Christian Thought,” Downside Review 73 {(1955): 47-58;
Leo J. Sweeney, S.J., “Infinity in Plotinus,” Gregorianum 38 (1957): 515-
535; 713-732; W. Norris Clarke, S.J., “ Infinity in Plotinus: a Reply,” Gre-
gorianum 40 (1959): 75-98; John Whittaker, “ Philological Comments on
the Neoplatonic Notion of Infinity,” in The Significance of Neoplatonism, ed.
R. Baine Harris (Norfolk, Va.: Internatjonal Society for Neoplatonic Studies,
1976), pp. 155-172. John M. Rist devotes the third chapter, “The Plotinian
One,” of his Plotinus: The Road to Reality (New York: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1967) largely to the infinity of the One.
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as if we did). Greek difficulties are understandable (although
it is hard not to be patronizing about them) , but once we have
taken note of these difficulties the only question of interest
would seem to be whether Plotinus learned to discount them
and to talk as we do. In my view, the only way to appreciate
Plotinus’s achievement, and to learn from him, is to take these
difficulties with great seriousness and to struggle through them
with Plotinus.

Another point most commentators overlook is something I
take to be both a fact and a clue to much of what Plotinus
says about the Infinite Source of the universe. This is that, in
explaining why the One should be called “ infinite,” Plotinus
is presenting his exegesis of a perplexing passage in Plato’s
Parmenides.? Rather than following his own line of thought to
the conclusion that the One must be infinite, we see Plotinus
casting about for some meaning he can assign to a term he is
confronted with. T happen to think that his exegesis of Plato
is mistaken. This raises the interesting possibility that Plo-
tinus’s breakthrough, if it is a breakthrough and not an aber-
ration, resulted by accident from a mistake.

Before examining Greek views on the infinite, I should like
to play Socrates for a moment and examine the concept itself
of “infinite perfection.” A bit of dialectic might help dispel
some of the complacency that surrounds it. As it stands, “in-
finitely perfect” is at least verbally self-contradictory, as if
one were to say “endlessly finished.” This may explain why
even Plotinus never put it quite that way. But even if we
can get around that, what could it mean for something to be

2 Most commentators simply ignore the point, but Professor Armstrong,
who is usually so alert to sources, makes the surprising statement that
““there is no clear evidence that Plato ever thought or spoke of the One or
Good as in any sense apeiron” (“Doctrine of the Infinite,” p. 48). Professor
Rist goes further and claims that “the ‘beyond Being’ of Plato must mean
a finite Being in some way beyond other finite beings” (Road to Reality,
p- 24). But Rist appears to assume he and his readers share a common un-
derstanding of what it means to be “infinite,” one that goes without say-
ing. I am unable to make out what that is.
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‘ infinitely perfect ” ? Moving beyond the image of mere mind-
boggling size, let us begin with the explanation that is least
satisfactory, one which is at least suggested by some of the
“ great chain of being” writers of the Renaissance and later.
If we establish a scale of perfection, and if we could “ sight
up ” that scale and see an “ infinite distance” (whatever that
would mean) , there at the “top” (whatever that could pos-
stbly mean) . .. no, we are obviously on the wrong track. The
idea of the “ great chain of being” unquestionably derives
from Neoplatonism, but if Neoplatonism has any permanent
insight to offer, that insight surely is that the infinite is infinite
by not being on the scale anywhere, even at its supposed “ top
end.”

So let us try something a bit less crude, less wedded to the
quantitative and imaginative. How about Descartes’s notion
of the “ Supremely Perfect Being ” ? Things are called “ finite ™
because they fall short of supreme perfection—are somehow
defective. The “ infinitely perfect ” would thus be what is in
no way lacking in perfection. In itself this might just mean
what is at the very top of the scale—the most perfect being
possible. But even Aristotle’s God would have to be that, and
surely no one would seriously describe Aristotle’s God as any-
thing but finite in being.

“ Lacking no perfection ” has to mean more than this. We
have to reinstate the Platonic exemplarism that Aristotle re-
jected. “ Lacking no perfection ” must mean “ comprehending
within itself the perfections of all other things ”—mot just the
top of the line, but Kant’s Omnitudo Realitatis or Hegel’'s Ab-
solute. And let’s say “all possible things” (whatever “ pos-
sible ” might mean). We shall see that Plotinus is willing to
call a being like this “infinite ” in a certain sense, though not
simply or even mainly because of its comprehensiveness. But
as Plotinus rightly sees, the Omnitudo Realitatis is multiple,
since reality is multiple. If such a conglomerate as this exists,
it surely belongs where he locates it, in the second rank. The
ultimate Source of all things must be “infinite ” for another
reason altogether, if infinite it is.
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As T see it, the defect in all these accounts of infinite per-
fection lies in the fact that they are looking for a “ positive
sense ” of the term. Commentators on Plotinus appear to as-
sume that there is such a “positive sense” and simply wonder
whether Plotinus did or did not arrive at it. The best known
of all discussions of this question, the “debate” between
Father Sweeney and Father Clarke, centered around whether
Plotinus’s One was “intrinsically ” infinite. Father Clarke
showed rather conclusively that the infinity of the One was
not a “mere extrinsic denomination” in Father Sweeney’s
sense of the term, as if the One might be “merely finite in-
trinsically > for all we know. What prevented the debate from
being a total victory for Father Clarke, it seems to me, is that
the evidence Father Sweeney adduced shows Plotinus’s One
is not infinite in any “ positive sense” either. And as Plo-
tinus himself points out (V.3 =49, 14, 7—8), to speak nega-
tively of the One is, in a different sense, to “ speak about it
from the things that come after it.” For Father Sweeney, who
saw this clearly enough, this was just another reason for call-
ing the One’s infinity “ purely extrinsic.” Apparently he ex-
pected an “ intrinsic infinity > to be “ positive.” Father Clarke
was concerned with a larger issue—to defend the concept of
infinity that issues from negative theology. So it is un-
fortunate that he insisted on calling this a “ positive infinity.”
As T see it, this obscures the real insight of Plotinus and of
negative theology in general.

The Problem

From the time that the Pythagoreans began to envision the
infinite as needing “limit” in order to constitute the world of
things,® the Greek mind was apt to understand the infinite in
a privative sense, as what lacked limit or definition and was
therefore incomplete. And however the old Ionians themselves
understood their “unbounded ” physis, as soon as Aristotle

8 Aristotle, Physics III. 4, 203a10-12; Metaphysics 1. 5, 986a15-21; 987al5-
19; XIV. 3, 1091al5-18.



PLOTINUS AND PLATO 57

came to identify that physis with what he called “ matter,” it
too tended to be thought of in this privative sense (see Physics
III. 7, 208a1-4) .

Aristotle’s own views on the infinite are explicit and un-
mistakable:

In the fourfold scheme of causes, it is plain that the infinite is a
cause in the sense of matter, and that its essence is privation, the
subject as such being what is continuous and sensible (ibid.
207b385-37) .

The infinite can only be said to “be” in the sense of poten-
tial being, and not unqualifiedly even in that sense, since it is
not a potential that could ever be brought to full actuality (6,
206a8-b24). There can be no actual infinite, either in size or
number (7, 207a32-b20) . It is potential rather in the sense of
a process (adding, dividing, temporal flow) that can go on,
so that “no matter how much you take, there is still the pos-
sibility of more” (6, 206b33-207a14). ‘““ Nothing is perfect
(teleton) which has no end (telos), and the end is a limit”
(207218-14) .

Aristotle finds this privative sense of infinite in Plato’s
“great and small ” (6. 206b24-29; cf. Metaphysics, 1. 6, 987b
26-28). The Philebus seems to bear this out. There, things
which admit of being “more or less” are shown to require
“limit ” in order to enter into such definite ratios as “ equal,”
“half,” “ double,” etc. (26C-27C) . The same appears to be im-
plied by Parmenides 158B-D, where the “other-than-ones”
are said to be “in themselves infinite in multitude ” until they
partake of unity and thus receive limit.

But the Parmenides also uses the term “infinite” in an-
other context. The one itself is “ infinite ” (apeiron) —both
the one of the first hypothesis, which is just one and nothing
else, and the one of the second, which is ““ one ” and also “is.”*

4 The absolute one is apeiron because it can have no parts, and hence no
beginning, middle, or end, and so no limit (137D). The “ one which is,”
just because it both “is” and is “one,” must have these parts, each of

€ 3

which in turn “is” and is “ one” and thus has parts, and so on endlessly,
so that it must be “infinite in multitude ” (142D-143A).
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Whatever Plato himself may have meant by this, he has set a
problem for Plotinus, who sees in these two “ ones” his own
transcendent and originating principles of the universe—the
One and Intellect, the “ one-being.” Plotinus must find some
sense or senses of the term “ infinite ” that can properly apply
to these two “ ones.”

The Infinity of the One in VI. 9=09, 6

Plainly the One cannot be called “ infinite ” because it lacks
anything. But neither does Plotinus wish to take the One’s
infinity in a purely negative sense—"the way the voice is
called invisible,” as Aristotle puts it (Physics I11. 4, 204a3-4)
—even though that sense is all Plato’s argument requires. All
Plato shows is that the term “ limit ” has no relevance to what
is absolutely one. Negations about Plotinus’s One do not just
indicate irrelevance. They indicate the One’s transcendence of
the predicates denied; it is “above” them and they are
“beneath ” it. So since the term is not privative, and a merely
negative sense is inadequate, Plotinus must find a third sense.
I do not see how anyone who reads Plotinus could call this
third sense “ positive,” so I shall call it a “ transcending nega-
tive ” sense.’

It might seem even to an outsider that Plotinus has no
great problem. Surely a principle that is “ above ” every form
of being—above being itself—and accessible to reason only
through negations must be called “infinite” from that fact
alone. Plotinus’s own reasoning, it would seem, compels him

5 Plotinus himself never explicitly distinguishes between a pure negation
and a transcending negation. He is content to show that his negations do
not posit any “ privation ” in the One. They do not because they themselves
result from the denial of all “mneed.” This is his point when defending his
denial of intellection in the One (VI. 7 =38, 37, 24 —31; cf. VI. 9= 9, 6,
43—50; V. 6=24, 4, 1—4; 5, 1—11; IIL. 8= 30, 11, 7— 19). Still,
when there is question of “limits,” it is one thing not to have or need limits
and another to ewceed all limits. As we shall see, this distinction begins to
appear as Plotinus attempts to distinguish the One’s “infinity” from that
we must attribute to the point or to the mumber one. But the distinction
never becomes explicit.
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to call the One infinite. Since the meaning of a philosophical
term ordinarily emerges from the reasoning that compels its
use, Plotinus ought to have ne difficulty assigning a meaning
to the term in this case.

But if this is so, it is not apparent that Plotinus realized it
from the start.® And there really are difficulties. How does
one transfer “limit” and what is “ beyond limit” from its

6 I will be claiming that Plotinus’s thought was moving in the direction
of St. Thomas Aquinas’s notion of the infinite, although he never quite
reached it. As is well known, Aquinas held that the act of being, by which
a thing is, is limited by the essence into which it is received, so that an “ un-
received ” or * subsistent ” Act of Being would on that account be “infinite.”
He also numbers “infinite” among the negative attributes of God (see In
I Sent., d. 43, q. 1, a. lc; De veritate, 2, 2 ad 5; De potentia, 1, 2¢; Conira
gentiles, 1, 43; Summa theologice, I, 7, 1).

So I had best here take note of a claim made by some that Plotinus’s
thought followed a more direct route than it in fact did. Witness the fol-
lowing: ‘“Mais I'Un ne peut pas &tre fini: ‘par quoi serait-il limité?’ (En.
V. 5, 10). . . . En demandant & quoi I'Un devrait sa limite, Plotin affirme
implicitement que la limite a besoin d’étre justifiée, et qu’elle me le peut que
par ume déchéance de VPétre. Le probléme du fini est posé et virtuellement
résolu dans le sense de saint Thomas.” Thus Joseph de Finance, 8.J., in
Etre et agir dans la philosophie de saint Thomas (2nd ed.; Rome: Librairie
éditrice de I’'Université Grégorienne, 1960), pp. 47-48. Cf. Father Clarke’s
expansion of this theme on pages 186-187 of “ The Limitation of Act by
Potency: Aristotelianism or Neoplatonism?” in New Scholasticism 26
(1952): 167-194.

This Thomistic reading of Plotinus’s question: “by what would the Omne
be limited?” seems warranted mneither by the context mor by what Plotinus
habitually assigns as the cause of limitation. It is the higher which confers
limit on the lower by giving it form (see, eg., V. 1 = 10, 7, 19 — 26; II.
4=12, 15, 18—23; 16, 5 —16; VI. 6 =34, 18, 5—11; VI, 7=238, 17,
14—22). The context of V. 5, 10 would suggest that nothing can give the
One limit because it is the “first,” and the source of all else. (Compare
lines 18 —19 with an almost identically worded passage from a roughly
contemporaneous treatise—VI. 6 =34, 18, 5 — 6 and the explanation which
follows the latter passage).

In order for something to be limited it must therefore be beneath the One,
but this is not to say that to be “limited ” necessarily means to fall short
of the fullness of actuality. There is no question here of an “infinite source
and a limiting participating subject” such as Father Clarke professes to
find (p. 187). Despite this, I do not disagree with Father Clarke’s main
thesis, that the “limitation of act by potency” is Neoplatonic.
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original spatial sense to a sense that is appropriate to the in-
corporeal? Plato did it by making “limit ” mean “ definite-
ness.” And Plotinus had certainly read Aristotle’s “ nothing
is perfect that has no end, and the end i1s a limit.” How can
“ indefinite ” or “imperfect ” have any but a privative sense?
How could something be said to “ transcend the perfect” ?
Anyway, for Plotinus the One is “ perfect, and the most perfect
of all things” (V. 4=17,1, 28—24; c¢f. V. 5—382, 18, 36 —
38) . How then can you call it apeiron?

Plotinus’s first attempt at exegesis occurs in VI.9=9,6,1 —
11. Close reading of the text and context makes it plain that
this is an exegesis.” He has not been following a line of argu-
ment which compels him to conclude “ therefore the One must
be called infinite.” Instead he is explaining the sense the term
“infinite ” must carry if one applies it to such an object as the
One has been shown to be. Plainly someone has applied it~
Plato undoubtedly—what can he mean?

He begins, as he usually does when attacking the term “in-
finite,” by disengaging it from the spatial setting in which
Aristotle had so firmly placed it.* He does the same to the
related concepts of “one” and “ great.” The following trans-
lation is my own, as are all citations of Plotinus. When neces-
sary they will be slavishly literal:

What then do we mean by “ one,” and how is the term to be ad-
justed in our thought? We must hold the One to be one in a fuller

sense than the way the unit or the point get unity. In their case
the soul removes size and numerical plurality and ends up at a
rr———————————————

7By Proclus’s day, scholars had been discussing the infinity of the One
in the context of Plato’s Parmenides, and schools of interpretation had
arisen (Proclus, Commentarium in Platonis Parmenidem, Cousin ed., col.
1118, 9-33). It could have been a school question even in Plotinus’s day, if
we allow any weight to E. R. Dodds’ findings in “ The Parmenides of Plato
and the Origins of the Neoplatonic ‘One’,” The Classical Quarterly 12
(1928) : 129-141. See also John Whittaker, * Philological Comments,” pp.
158-159 and notes 10 and 11.

8 His use of the Aristotelian technical term adiexifetos (see Physics III.
4, 204al14) shows that he has Aristotle’s analysis in mind. The term means
“ not-completely-go-through-able.”
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minimum. True, it settles upon something without parts, but some-
thing that existed in the divisible and exists in another. But the
One does not “ exist in another” (Parmenides 138A) nor among
the divisible, nor is it indivisible after the manner of an absolute
minimum. It is the greatest of all things—greatest not in size but
in power. . .. The way we must understand its infinity is not as if
we could not reach the end either of its size or its number—arather
we cannot circumscribe its power.

Infinity, then, implies “ greatness,” but greatness of power,
not extent. Now even Aristotle does not hesitate to ascribe
“ infinite power ” to his Unmoved Mover (Physics VIII. 10,
266a10-b27; Metaphysics XII. 7, 1073a5-11). The motive
power of any corporeal cause will be exhausted in a finite time.
Hence the first moving cause must be incorporeal so as to
have the power to move the universe through endless time.
Aristotle is not here being inconsistent with his views on the
infinite in the Physics. Even though the subject of the ““in-
finite power” is not “something continuous and sensible,”
still, a power is defined by its object, and its infinity is deter-
mined by the infinity of that object. The infinite power of
Aristotle’s God is the power to produce a temporally unlimited
movement—something which is “continuous and sensible.”
Thus “ infinite power ” reveals nothing of the inner essence of
the First Mover beyond the fact that it is not a body or some-
thing of a body.

The relative triviality of this sort of “infinite power” be-
comes apparent when contrasted with that of Plotinus’s One.
Plotinus adopts Aristotle’s way of talking, but he has com-
pletely transposed the concept of power. The eternal circuit
of the heavens is among the least impressive of the One’s
effects. The One is the “ power of all things” (V. 4=17, 2,
38, V.1=10, 7, 9—10; IT1. 8 =30, 10, 1). Its effect is not
just to keep the heavens in endless movement but to generate
the totality of being—the Platonic intelligible universe—and
thereby the visible universe as well, in one eternal explosion
of power.

Plotinus habitually approaches the One through the world
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of Intellect and being it generates.” In order to be its source,
the One must be “ beyond ” and ““ above ” this immensely rich
multiplicity.!® So the expression “infinite in power ” implies
a great deal about the inwardness of the One. Still, Plotinus
has adopted the outward-looking term “ power ” to specify the
One’s infinity, so that the term “infinite ” still retains Aris-
totle’s external reference. There is no limit to what the One
can and does produce. If Plotinus has found a way to char-
acterize the One in its own Inwardness as “infinite,” he has
not made it explicit.**

Eventually the “ formlessness ” and sheer unity of the One
will furnish Plotinus with a new and intrinsic, even though
negative, sense of the term “infinite.” He had already alluded
to this formlessness earlier in the present treatise (8, 87-39),
but formlessness plays no part in his explanation of the term
“infinite.” In V. 1, the treatise immediately after VI. 9 in

9L 6=1, 4, 32—39; V. 9=5, 2, 24 —25; VI. 9 =09, 3, 15—27; 5,
5—29; III. 8 =30, 11, 33—37; V. 8=31, 1, 1 —6.

0Seeesp. V.4=17,2,34—44; VI. 9=9,7,18—21; V.1 =10,7, 21 —
26; V. 2=11, 1, 1—6; III. 8 =30, 9, 34— 49; 10, 28—35; V. 5 =32,
6,1—15.

11 John Whittaker argues a thesis in “ Philological Comments” which, if
true, would make a futile exercise of much that will follow. If I under-
stand him correctly, he claims that the Greek term apeiron has two “ pre-
cisely opposite meanings —that it “means ” both “infinite in extent” and
also “infinitely small,” or ¢ infinitesimal.” I find nothing in his evidence
to warrant this extraordinary claim, but the reader will have to judge.

I take it that the primitive meaning of apeiron is “mnot having bounds ”
(perata), that the primitive sense of “bounds” is spatial, that philosophers
may find analogous senses of the term  bounds,” and that they may find
different reasons for demying “bounds” to something. Among these reasons,
one may be that a thing is unextended or otherwise without parts—mnot “ in-
finitesimal,” ¢ unextended ”—so that it has no “beginning, middle and end,”
and hence no “ bounds.” This is Plato’s argument, and nowhere in any of
it does the concept of “infinitely small” or “infinitesimal” enter.

True, in VI. 9, 6 Plotinus talks of the mathematical point in terms which
suggest the infinitesimal but only to describe the process by which the mind,
in this (inappropriate) case, reaches the notion of something * without
parts.” This process may be infinite—not-completely-go-throughable ” in the
Aristotelian sense—but it is not the infinity of this process that justifies
calling the point itself “infinite ”; it is the resulfing “partlessness.”
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Porphyry’s chronology, he may seem to be taking this step in
chapter 7: “All things are from the One for the precise reason
that it is captured (cateicheto) by mno form” (19-20). The
things that proceed from it, on the other hand:

. . are ousiai . . . for each of them is determined (horistas) and
has a sort of form. Being cannot oscillate in indefiniteness. It must
be fixed by limits and stability. But stability for the intelligibles
is definition and form, and it is through these that they achieve
subsistence (23-26).

It is clear from this that to be such as to require limit and
form in order to subsist, under pain of being otherwise “in-
definite "—infinite in a privative sense—is to be less than the
supreme. But to deny the need of a limit would appear to
yield at best a purely negative sense of infinity—as sound
can be called invisible.” What of limit itself—the intelligible
limit—is that not simply identical with perfection? Or is to
be “ unlimited ” to escape from some defect? This is not yet
clear. It will not become clear and explicit until Plotinus has
devoted considerable thought to the second level of infinity in
Plato’s Parmenides—that of the “ one-being,”

Intellect and Soul as Infinite

Parmenides 142D-143A raises a special problem for Plotinus.
Not only does Plato call the one-being “ infinite,” he calls it
“infinite in multitude.” Perhaps Plotinus has read his Aris-
totle too well. At any rate he is uncomfortable with the sug-
gestion that an actually existing multitude could be an in-
finite one.”* Yet he is convinced that Plato is here applying

1z Not only is multiplicity infinite, according to Plato, but number as well
(144A), Plotinus discusses the infinity of things in V. 7 =18, where he
seems to be arguing that in some sense there are forms of individuals. To
put some limit to the infinity this implies, he favors the theory of the
‘“eternal recurrence” (see 1, 10 —13; 2, 17—23; 3, 14 —19; and ef. VI.
1= 42,1, 6—10).

As to number, he composed VI. 6 = 34, “ On Numbers,” partly to deal with
this question. “How is it number if it is infinite?” (2, 2); and “How can
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the term “ infinite ” to both Intellect and Soul.*®* Plotinus him-
self never refers to either Intellect or Soul as “infinite in mul-
titude ” (apeiron to plethos) . Instead, consciously or not, he
changes Plato’s expression. These hypostases are “both in-
finite and a multitude” (apeiron te kai plethos—VI. 5 = 23,
9, 36 — 37) . This shifts the problem. Now it is not the multi-
plicity itself that is infinite, but the multiple being. In what
sense?

At times Plotinus answers this question in terms similar to
those he used of the One in VI. 9. Intellect and Soul are in-
finite in their “ power.” ** But more {requently, he finds an-
other reason for calling these hypostases infinite, ene which
relates to their mode of unity rather than to their power.

He expounds this sense of infinity for the first time in VI.
4—5—=—22—23, a set of treatises in which he examines the
relation of the intelligible universe to the sensible. In par-
ticular he examines how Soul, and therefore Intellect as well,
are present “entire in the whele and entire in every single
part,” to borrow a phrase from an earlier treatise (IV 2 =4,

such an infinite have existence and still be infinite?” (3, 1—2). The an-
swer is it cannot be infinite and still be a number, if by infinite you mean
the “ indefinite ” or the unlimited possibility of imagining one more than any
given number (18, 1—5; cf. 17, 1—14). Rather it is infinite “in the
sense that it is not measured. By what would it be measured? Rather, what
it is, it is as a totality, since it is one and all at once, and a whole as well,
and not confined by any limit, but it is what it is by itself. . . . What is
limited and measured is the sort of thing that needs to be held back by
measure from running off into infinity ” (18, 6 —11).

I have no very illuminating comment to offer on that, except that this
explanation is similar to his account of Intellect’s infinity, as will appear.
But it is at least plousible there. How can it apply to infinite number?

13 Plato calls the second one “ infinite,” but not the third (the * one-and-
many ” of 155E-157B; see V. 1=10, 8, 24 —26; IV. 2=4, 2, 52 —53).
Plotinus applies the term both to Intellect, the ‘“one-many,” and to Soul,
“ one-and-many,” and for identical reasoms, as will appear.

1¢ “How can the soul be infinite if it is fixed in its being? Its infinity is
in its power, meaning that this power is infinite, not ag if it were divided
to infinity. After all, God too is mot limited ” (IV. 3 =27, 8, 35— 38; cf.
V.7=18,3,21 —24; VI. 2=43, 21, 7T—11.)
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1, 65— 66), a phrase which St. Augustine will bequeath to the
Christian theological tradition.*®

These treatises tend to be more rhetorical than scholastic,
and Plotinus does not make it clear and expilicit that he is
defining a special sense of “infinite” there. This would ex-
plain something I find otherwise inexplicable: why so many
commentators miss this sense of “infinite ” altogether and re-
main convinced, despite massive evidence, that Plotinus is
talking only about “infinite power.” I therefore ask the
reader’s indulgence while I marshall the passages in which
Plotinus alludes to this sort of infinity. I will cite them all and
at length, because their cumulative effect is one of the strong-
est arguments for my interpretation of them. The first passage,
like his first reference to the infinity of the One, smacks of
exegesis:

Therefore the fact that Soul is one does not do away with the
many souls, any more than being does away with beings. Nor
does the multiplicity in that world clash with its unity . . . the
many souls are distinet without standing apart, and they are pres-
ent in one another without losing themselves. . . . The one Soul is
of such a nature as to contain all within itself. This is the way this
kind of nature ts infinite. And this is how we must understand the
greatness of Soul, not in mass. Mass is small, and passes into
nothing if one starts removing parts. In that world there is no
such thing as removing parts—or if you did remove a part, no
deficiency would result. (VI. 4, 4, 34— 5, 3)¢

All souls are one in such a way as to be infinite as well. . . . Soul’s
unity is not that of a quantity that can be measured; this is char-
acteristic of that other nature which counterfeits unity and only
presents an image of unity by participation. That which is in

15 See, e.g., De immortalitate animae 16; De trinitate V, 6; Epistle 166, 2.
Saint Augustine applies the phrase to the individual soul and its body, as did
the medieval theologians after him. Plotinus’s views on the relation of par-
ticular souls—including the World Soul—to Soul Universal (see IV. 9=38
and IV. 3 =27, ce. 1—7) allow him to apply the same reasoning to all
Soul and the Universe as a whole.

16 The passage continues with an allusion to an unusual expression in
Parmenides 144B3-4. He evidently had the Parmenides’ account of the “ one-
many ” in mind when he wrote these lines.
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truth a unity is not put together out of many so that if you sub-
tract anything from it the original unified whole is destroyed . . .
nor is it marked off by boundaries, so that, when other things are
added to it, it would either be less for the fact that they make up
a greater quantity, or it would be torn apart in an effort to reach
their full extent. . . . If its unity is to be truly worthy of the name,
so that “ one” can be predicated of it as an essential predicate, it
must somehow be seen to have the nature opposite to itself—the
nature of multiplicity—in its own power. By thus having multi-
plicity not from outside but of itself, it will be really one, and in
its unity 7t will have a being that is both infinite and a multitude.
(VL. 5,9, 12— 87)

[The intelligible world] is one and infinite as well, and is all things
at once and contains each particular distinctly with a distinction
that is not separation. For how else could it be called infinite ex-
cept because vt contains all things at once—every life and every
soul and every intellect? And each of these is not cut off by
boundaries, and for this reason they are one as well. It would not
do for it to have only one life: it must have a life that is infinite
and yet one—one in the sense that it has all these lives at once,
not heaped together into a unity, but taking their origin in a
unity and remaining in the source from which they arose—or
rather they did not arise, but this is the way they have ever been.
(VL 4, 14, 3—12)

And how is [the intelligible] present [to the entire universe]? As
one life. For the life in a living thing does not extend only to a
point beyond which it cannot advance to the whole. It extends
everywhere. And i anyone is inquiring how, let him remember
that its power is not a certain quantity; divide it mentally to in-
finity and it always has the same power, fundamentally infinite.
For it does not have matter within itself, to make it diminish
along with the mass there is and thus become smaller. (VL. 5,
12,1—7)

And finally a passage from a later treatise with a different
perspective:

Intellect is not the intellect of one individual, but is all Intellect.
Being all Intellect, it must be the knower of all things. So if it is
all, and of all, a part of it must also possess the entire and all
things. Otherwise it will have a part that is not intellect, and it
will be composed of non-intellects and will be a heap piled to-
gether and waiting to become Intellect made up of all things. So i
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s also infinite in this way, and if anything derives from it there
is no diminution, either of what derives from it, since this is also
all things, nor of that from which it comes, since it was not some-
thing put together out of pieces. (II1. 8 = 30, 8, 42 —49)7

It is evident from the above passages that Intellect and
Soul are infinite because each, in its own way, is “all things ”
(panta) and an “all ” or “universe” (pan). But why should
that make a thing infinite? The visible universe is an “all,”
and yet it is finite (T9maeus 30C-31B; 32C-84A) . Plotinus ac-
cepts the finitude of the visible universe without question (VL.
6=—=234,2,2—4;17,6—17; cf. V. 5=32, 9, 26 —29). How
could a disciple of Plato think otherwise? The intelligible uni-
verse must have a different way of being an “all —one that
permits it to be described as infinite. Evidently this is the in-
corporeal way which Plotinus elaborates in each of the selec-
tions when explaining the unity of this “all.” The intelligible
is an “all ” which is one with a unity altogether superior to
that of the corporeal “all.”

In an earlier treatise already cited (IV.2—=4), he puts the
contrast between these two sharply and in detail:

Therg are things which are primarily divisible and by their very
nature sundered. These are such as have no part either identical
with another part or with the whole. One of their parts is neces-
sarily less than the entire and the whole. These are sensible mag-
nitudes and masses, each of which has its proper place, so that it
is impossible for the same thing to be in several places at once.
Opposed to this is ousia, admitting division in no way, partless and
indivisible, which has no extension whatsoever, nor does it demand
a place. (1, 11— 20)

The defects in unity this passage attributes to bodily mul-
tiplicity are eliminated on the level of ousia, along with their
consequences, if we are to believe Plotinus’s account of ousia’s
infinity. It is not “ put together out of pieces” that would be
“heaped together into a unity.” It cannot be diminished by

17 In this treatise, the relation of Intellect to the sensible universe is mot
a consideration. See also VL. 7 = 38, 14, 11 —23.
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division into its parts, nor is it an aggregate to which you can
add more units and thus produce a greater quantity. Nor are
its constituent members separated by “ boundaries.” Instead,
in its own unity and seli-identity it is “ all of them at once,”
and this because they issue from its power.*®

Clearly an “all ” of this description is free from the limita-
tions of bodily multiplicity. If it is present to the corporeal
(as Soul clearly is), there is nothing to prevent its being pres-
ent “everywhere at once and as a whole.” It need not be—
cannot be—spread over everything “like one sail covering
many people ” (Parmenides 131B) .

More than this. Aristotle argues at length, both in the
Physics (ITL. 5) and in the De Coelo (I. 5-7), that the uni-
verse must necessarily be finite—an aggregate, finite in num-
ber, of bodies each finite in size. The argument appears to
hinge on just those characteristics of bodies that Plotinus has
excluded from the intelligible. Remove these bodily condi-
tions, and there is no longer any reason to call a universe
“finite.” You can regard this from two points of view. As
the Philebus might put it, the universe, being spatial, is cap-
able of being “more or less.” It consequently requires to be
given a “ limit,” in the sense of measure and number. The in-
telligible, on the other hand, is not susceptible of “more or
less ” and consequently needs no limit of this sort. But you
can also take another perspective. I suppose it would be the
first to occur to us, and I do not think it was entirely absent
from Plotinus’s mind, preoccupied as he was with the “all.”
What is susceptible of “ more or less,” once given a limit, is
not the total of possibility. If there is in fact nothing beyond
the lmits of the visible universe, this is due neither to the
intelligible nature of the line, the plane, the solid, nor to the

18 8o there is an aspect of “ power” involved. The Plotinian genus is the
“power of its species™ (or “parts”) and “makes” or “generates” them
(VI. 2=43, 9, 9— 10; 10, 32— 42; 19, 1—12, 35—42). “Power” in
the passage cited above in note 14 appears to have this as at least its primary
meaning.



PLOTINUS AND PLATO 69

nature of spatially extended matter (VI. 6 =34, 17, 5—15).
The visible universe may be an actual “all,” but it is not an
“all ” of itself, nor is it all that is possible. The intelligible is
the “true all,” not that ““ imitation ” which men call the “all”
or “universe” (VI. 4=22,2,1—2).

Removing bodily limits has a third consequence which has
the most significance for the present inquiry. The primary way
IV. 2 characterized bodily disunity was to say that bedies
“have no part either identical with another part or with the
whole,” Members of the intelligible universe are somchow
identical with one another—or “in ” one another—and identi-
cal with the whole. As a consequence the “part™ shares in
the infinity of the whole. Plotinus says this explicitly in V.

=31, 9, 16 —27:

He [the supreme Ged, or Intellect universal—there is a soul aspect
to a Plotinian god, but in this context it is the intellect aspect] is
one, and is all of them [the subordinate gods, each a particular
intellect], and each of them is the all; they are united as one,
differing in their powers, yet all are one by the unity of that mani-
fold power. Rather, He, the one God, is all of them; for He loses
nothing when they come to be. They are all together, yet each is
apart by an interval which is not an interval, since none has sen-
sible form. Otherwise one would be here and another somewhere
else, and each would not be all within himself. He does not con-
tain different parts for the other gods and different for Himself,
nor is each of them a power that is cut up into parts, as it were,
and whose greatness could be measured by the sum of their sizes.
Rather it is a total power which goes to infinity; so great is He
that even His parts are infinite.

In VI. 4-5 the same doctrine takes on a more personal cast.
The individual, either through death or through death’s re-
hearsal, philosophy, can become aware of his own infinity as a
member of the intelligible world:

Before our coming to be in this world, we existed in that other
world, men of another sort, some even gods—pure souls, intellects
bound up with the entirety of ousic. We were parts of the in-
telligible—not fenced off or cut off, but belonging to the whole. In
fact even now we are not cut off. (4, 14, 17—22)


















































































































































































































































































































