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Nations’ Universal Declaration of Human Rights, it is

worthwhile to recall that the role of the philosopher is to
provide, as Jacques Maritain said, the true philosophy of those
rights.! The present paper is focused upon the nature of political
society, with the view that this is the best thing there is, at least in
the line of practical life, in human affairs.” Not to be allowed to
live the full life of political society is to be gravely deprived, and
philosophical teachings that tend to diminish our awareness of
the nobility of political or civic life should prompt us to work
hard toward their refutation. Thus, I see myself here as defending
the universal right to live in a true city (using this word to
translate the classical “civitas” or “polis™). While many articles in
the Universal Declaration relate to this, I would cite especially
article 28:

In our observance of the fiftieth anniversary of the United

Everyone is entitled to a social and international order in which the rights and
freedoms set forth in this Declaration can be fully realized.?

! Jacques Maritain, Man and the State (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1951), 80:
“With regard to Human Rights, what matters most to a philosopher is the question of their
rational foundations” (cf. pp. 76-80). The present paper was originally composed for a
symposium on human rights sponsored by the Canadian Maritain Association and held in
Ottawa, June, 1998.

2 1 limit my consideration to the natural order, as distinguished from the domain
altogether proper to revealed religion.

* “Universal Declaration of Human Rights” (1948), reprinted in The New Encyclopaedia
Britannica: Micropaedia (Chicago: Encyclopaedia Britannica Inc., 1984).
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In the early 1940s there was a rather acrimonious dispute
among Thomists in North America, involving principally Charles
De Koninck and Ignatius Eschmann, O.P. De Koninck had
published a book on the primacy of the common good “against
the personalists.”® Eschmann regarded it as an attack on Jacques
Maritain, and also as a conception of the common good at odds
with the Christian tradition. His vitriolic attack on De Koninck®
provoked a response much longer than the latter’s original essay.*

it has always seemed to me that De Koninck had by far the
better of the argument, and that the important point brought
forth by the debate was the idea of an intrinsically common good,
a type of object of experience that, even if one were the only
creature of God, one would have to encounter as a participable
or communicable object. Much of the debate turned on the nature
of the object of the beatific vision. Eschmann stressed the
“personal” and “private” nature of a contemplative experience.
De Koninck insisted that, even if there were only one creature
capable of having such an experience, that creature would be
encountering God as a common good. For De Koninck, the
nobility of the human person lay, not in his private goods, but in
the fact that he is a being meant to participate in the more
universal good.

It was very much in the line of De Koninck’s thinking that if
a member of a political community has certain rights that lie in a
zone untouchable by the leaders of the body politic, the reason is
especially that that member is not only a member of the civil or
properly political community, but also and even primarily a
member of a more universal and noble community. Thus, there
was great insistence on the nobility of the common good as such.”

* Charles De Koninck, De la primauté du bien commun contre les personnalistes (Québec:
Editions de "Université Laval, 1943).

> I. Th. Eschmann, “In Defense of Jacques Maritain,” The Modern Schoolman 22 (1945):
183-208.

¢ Charles De Koninck, “In Defense of Saint Thomas: A Reply to Father Eschmann’s
Attack on the Primacy of the Common Good,” Laval théologique et philosophique 1 (1945)
(my offprint runs to 103 pages).

7 Cf. Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 111, q. 21, a. 4, corpus and ad 3. The universe and
especially rational creatures are seen as a community under God, transcending the political
community.
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As we come to the end of the twentieth century, it seems that
we are better and better advised to seek good reasons to oppose
the all-encompassing power of political leaders. Newly invented
machines threaten the “privacy” of the whole of human life. “Big
Brother” has taken on many faces, some in government and some
at the head of “multinational” commercial enterprises. It is not
surprising, then, that we reflect on the grounds for resisting the
omnipresent imposer of policies.

The present paper questions John Finnis’s interpretation of
Thomas Aquinas on the specifically political common good.® It is
evident that Thomas limits the zone of human life subject to
direction by the human legislator. Not only is God to be obeyed
rather than man (where the two conflict), but man’s jurisdiction
over man is not all-embracing, and leaves room for personal
responsibility in such key areas as marriage. Finnis finds Thomas’s
justification of the limits not altogether clear (239), and proposes
(on the basis of select texts) a clearer conception of specifically
political society that he identifies as Thomas’s. The said
conception seeks to present political society as something less
than a “basic human good” (a key element in Finnis’s conception
of the moral life).” The basic good of “society” is found directly
instantiated in such situations as family life and religious
community. Political society is “instrumental” in maintaining such
a basic good. The “natural” status of political society is
questioned, as is also the idea that the goal of the human
lawmaker is the development of virtue in the citizens. In short,
the focus is heavily upon the role of politics as maintaining
external order, leaving free a space for the inner life and private
life of the human being.

I contend that the “society” mentioned by Thomas in Summa
Theologiae 1-11, q. 94, a. 2 is primarily political society (and so, in
the language of Finnis, that political society is a “basic human

# John Finnis,“The State: Its Elements and Purposes,” chapter 7 of his Aquinas: Moral,
Political, and Legal Theory (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), covering pages 219-54.
References to this chapter will usually be in my text, and indicate simply the page number.

® For a general criticism of the Finnis conception of our knowledge of the moral
principles, see my “St. Thomas, Our Natural Lights, and the Moral Order,” Angelicum 67
(1990): 285-308.
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good”), that we have a natural inclination to life in political
society, and that the goal of the legislator is the development of
virtue in the citizen. Thomas gives good reasons for limiting the
role of the legislator, and indeed limits the common good of
political society (to merely human virtue). Contra Finnis, I would
see those limits as due to the wider common good of the whole
of reality, not the primacy of the private or personal.

I. THE TEXT ON OBEDIENCE

First, let us note the sort of text of Thomas that provides the
basis for discussion. STh II-Il, q. 104 deals with the virtue of
obedience. Article 5 asks whether subjects are morally obliged to
obey their superiors in all matters. The answer is no. Two lines of
escape are indicated. If there is a hierarchy of command, one
should not obey the inferior commander if his command is at
odds with that of the superior commander (thus, one should obey
God rather than the emperor commanding something at odds
with God’s commandments). And if the commander gives a
command that does not fall within the domain of his superiority,
one need not obey: thus, concludes Thomas, one is not obliged to
obey human beings, only God, as regards the inner movement of
the will.

One human being should obey another in things that are done
exteriorly (as compared to the will) by bodily action. And yet here
again there are limits, for all men are equal as regards the very
nature of their bodies (i.e., in the domain of bodily nutrition and
the production of offspring). Thus, a slave is not required to obey
his master, a son is not required to obey his father, as regards
such matters as the contracting of marriage, remaining a virgin,
etc.

This reference to equality as a reason for escaping the
supervision of another person relates directly to the very first
presentation Thomas makes of obedience. He asks, is one man
obliged to obey another? It is to be noted that in giving an
affirmative answer, Thomas uses a comparison between the
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natural world and the world of human action. In the natural
world superiors move inferiors to their actions by means of
superior powers bestowed by God. He continues, “So also it is
necessary in human things that superiors move inferiors by their
[the superiors’] will, from the power of the divinely ordered
authority” (STh H-11, q. 104, a. 1 [1964b5-8]).'° Thus, where
there is no such superiority, there is obviously no requirement of
obedience.!!

Otherwise Thomas insists that obedience is due a human
superior in matters of human acts and human affairs, but only in
the very line of the superiority: the soldier should obey the
military superior in those matters which pertain to the conduct of
warfare. More vaguely, Thomas speaks of the slave or servant
obeying the master in “servile works,” the son obeying the father
in those matters pertaining to “the discipline of life and the
domestic interest.” He ends by saying, “and so on”; in other
words, we should be able to work out what is the line of suitable
limited authority in particular cases.

Thomas notes that in all matters, external and internal, one is
unqualifiedly subject to God. In only some matters is one subject
to a human being, and thus in these matters the superior is an
intermediary between oneself and God. In all other matters, one
is immediately subject to God, and is instructed by Him by the
natural or the written (divine) law.'?

! Parenthetical page and line numbers refer to the Ottawa edition (1941).

"n 8§Th 1, q. 96, a. 4, where Thomas discusses the situation of man in the state of
innocence, the reasons why there was government are two: (1) man, being a social animal,
needs to have one person from among the many to consider the interests of the common
good; and (2} since, as pointed out in article 3, some people would be superior to others as
to both science and justice, it would be unsuitable that such talent not be used to the benefit
of all.

12 A text that seems important to me, as suggesting the need to leave room for a zone of
liberty, 1s STh I-1I, q. 91, a. 4 (1212b13-24), that if one tried to have a human law which
prohibited and punished all that was bad, much good would be done away with, and one
would impede utilitas boni communis, let us say “the convenience of the common good,”
which is necessary for human society (conversationem bumanam).
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II. THE FINNIS POSITION

Finnis begins his discussion by disagreeing with the claim,
made by Germain Grisez," that Thomas held that the general
promotion of virtue and suppression of vice should be the main
component of the common good of political society. Finnis
wishes to make clear the limits of the nature and goal of political
society as Thomas conceived it.

The line of argument proposed supposes a certain conception
of ethics and of Thomas’s ethics that depends heavily on a
reading of STh I-1I, q. 94, a. 2, as to the multiplicity of precepts
of natural law. In that text, Thomas presents the first principle of
practical reason, namely, “that the good is to be done and
pursued, and the bad is to be avoided,” and goes on to present an
order of derivative precepts, in accordance with the order of
natural inclinations found in the human being. These inclinations
are in a threefold order. The first level is inclination as common
to all substances. Every substance whatsoever is inclined to
maintain its own being in accordance with its own nature; thus,
those things by which the life of man is preserved and its contrary
repelled pertain to natural law. The second level is inclination
towards more special items, in keeping with the nature shared
with other animals: sexual intercourse and the raising of children.
Third, there is an inclination proper to the rational nature: man
has an inclination to know the truth about God and to live in
society. Thus, there are natural laws such as “avoid ignorance”
and “do not offend those with whom you ought to live.”

Y Germain Grisez, “Patriotism, Politics, and Citizenship,” chap. 11 of The Way of the
Lord Jesus: Living a Christian Life (Quincy, Ill: Franciscan Press, 1993), 835-69, at 850 n. 16.
Grisez expresses his disaccord with St. Thomas on this point. He sees Aristotle and Thomas
as being out of step with “recent Church teaching regarding the instrumental character of
political society’s common good, the principle of subsidiarity . . . and religious liberty.” I say
that Finnis begins with this because he does so in “Public Good: The Specifically Political
Common Good in Aquinas,” another redaction of the chapter we are discussing, presented
in Robert P. George, ed., Natural Law and Moral Inguiry (Washington, D.C.: Georgetown
University Press, 1998), 174-209, at 174-75. The book is a Festschrift for Grisez, published
at about the same time as Finnis’s Aquinas; the Finnis contribution is the same as the chapter
we are commenting upon, save for the opening on Grisez.
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In Finnis’s use of this text, the doctrine of natural inclinations
becomes a doctrine of “basic human goods” which control all
ethical decision.

In human affairs which are matters of deliberation and choice, what is natural
is settled by asking what is intelligent and reasonable. That in turn is settled by
looking to the first principles of practical reason, to the basic human goods. So
the civitas could be called “natural” if participation in it (a) instantiates in itself
a basic human good, or (b) is a rationally required component in, or
indispensable means to instantiating, one or more basic human goods.
Aquinas’s opinion, rather clearly, is that it is the latter. At the relevant point
in his lists of basic human goods he mentions nothing more specific than living
in fellowship (in societate vivere)—something that is done also with parents and
children, spouse, friends, and other people in various more or less temporary
and specialized groups (of pilgrims, of students, of sailors, of merchants, and
so forth). (246-47)

It appears that the criterion for whether something is directly
a basic human good is whether it is the object of a natural
inclination. Thus, in beginning his concluding judgment of
Thomas’s doctrine of political society, just prior to the above
remarks, Finnis says:

Contrary to what is often supposed, Aquinas’s many statements that we are
“naturally political animals” have nothing particularly to do with political
community. So they cannot be pressed into service as implying that the state
or its common good is the object of a natural inclination, is an intrinsic and
basic good. Strikingly, they do no more than assert our social not solitary
nature. (245-46)

He goes on to construct a sort of aporia by pointing out the
following:

On the other hand, Aquinas accepts Aristotle’s opinion that we are “naturally
civil animals” because we are naturally parts of a civitas, which stands to other
natural communities as an end. (246)

Finnis’s task then becomes one of explaining this
“naturalness.” In the passage quoted first above we see his
proposal of two possible senses of “natural” in this case, and the
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option for the second. Political society is not a basic human good;
it is not the object of a natural inclination. It is an “indispensable
means,” we shall see, for instantiating one or more basic human
goods.

He says:

The thought that we cannot live reasonably and well apart from a civitas is
consistent with the proposition that the common good specific to the civitas as
such—the public good—is not basic but, rather, instrumental to securing
human goods which are basic (including other forms of community or
association, especially domestic and religious associations) and none of which
is in itself specifically political, i.e., concerned with the state. If that
proposition requires qualification, the qualification concerns the restoration of
justice by the irreparable modes of punishment reserved to state government.
(247)

This is really the heart of Finnis’s position. Is political society a
basic good or not? This seems to be the issue. The “qualification”
amounts to proposing, after having answered in the negative, a
bit of an affirmative. Let us see how this is spelled out.

Finnis points to two areas in which the non-political human
groups are insufficient for the good life:

(1) to secure themselves well against violence (including invasion), theft, and
fraud, and (2) to maintain a fair and stable system of distributing, exploiting,
and exchanging the natural resources which, Aquinas thinks, are in reason and
fairness—“naturally” (not merely “initially”)—things common to all. (Tbid.)

Finnis calls this “the public good of justice and peace” (ibid.).
What he calls the “basic goods” are not as well maintained by the
family and other such groups as they are by law and political
institutions. This is what is meant by saying that the civitas is
merely “instrumental” and not itself a “basic good.” What is to be
understood here is the rather “thin” character the “public good”
has in this picture. Its limitation to externals is stressed.
However, there is the “qualification.” Finnis notes that while
Thomas holds that there would be need for government and
direction of free people, even if there were no badly disposed
people, still Thomas does not say that in that state of “original
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innocence” before original sin there was a need for law and
specifically political government. Thus, Finnis views law as
inextricably bound up with the need to punish wrongdoers, and
indeed to punish them in ways that do irreparable harm to the
punished. He notes that, for Thomas, the family has not the right
to impose such punishments. It is precisely the right and duty of
the political society or its governors to coerce in that way. Thus,
in his approach to his “qualification” of the idea that political
society is merely instrumental relative to basic goods that pertain
to the individual, the family, or other non-political associations,
Finnis asks why there can be no “law, in the focal sense” within
such non-political groups. Why is Thomas so “insistent on
distinguishing public from private” (249)?

Finnis sees the answer in the need for judgment according to
publicly established law in order to impose the irreparable
measures that may be needed to restore justice and peace. He sees
the need for “the detachment which becomes possible in principle
when the persona publica is differentiated from the persona
privata” (250).

It is because of this quality of law that Finnis seemingly sees a
need to “qualify” his contention that properly political society is
not a basic human good. Having said that “for Aquinas the whole
construction of a strictly ‘public’ realm is by law and for law”
(251) and having stressed that this does not require the subjects
of the law to be truly virtuous, but merely that they “uphold
justice and peace” (ibid.) in their externals, Finnis maintains a sort
of hesitation to the end, as to the political society being a “basic
good.” Thus we read:

The human common good—now understanding that phrase without restriction
to the state’s or political community’s good—is promoted, and love of neighbor
is intelligently put into practice, when the common good that specifies the
jurisdiction of state government and law is acknowledged to be, neither all-
inclusive nor (with one qualification) basic, but limited and (save perbaps in
respect of restorative justice) instrumental. (252)

The emphasis on “perhaps” is mine. Finnis is not quite ready, it
would seem, to say that there is “basic good” here. That is
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perhaps why he calls the introduction of the idea that a basic
good is involved only a “qualification.”

Thus far I have been using Finnis’s conclusion. My challenge
to his argument consists of three chief points. The first has to do
with whether the lawmaker has the virtue of citizens as his goal or
end, the good in view. Finnis stresses as much as possible the
limitation to “externals” of behavior as the proper domain of
politics. Indeed, his position consists in the main in isolating as a
sort of “thing in itself” this very behavioral ordering of people.

The second point concerns the “completeness” of the political
society.

The third point is the presentation of goods that are not the
proper business of political society as “private” goods of the
person or family. I am concerned that it will not be seen that
these goods are really common goods of even more noble social
life. In other words, Finnis’s denial that the political is a basic
human good tends to undermine the social as such.

HI. VIRTUE AS THE END OF GOVERNMENT

A) The Goal of the Legislator

First, then, the end of the governor. We could very well entitle
this part “Thomas’s philosopher-king.” It is the constant teaching
of Thomas that the end or goal or good of political society is
virtue, that is, human goodness, and that for this to obtain it is
necessary that the governors themselves be truly virtuous.'

In part 4 of Finnis’s chapter, entitled “The Virtue Required for
Peace and Just Order,” there is a toning-down of Thomas’s idea
that the end of the law made by civil society is the life of virtue.
S§Th I-11, g. 95, a. 1, to which Finnis refers us (232 n. 56) as an
item he has to explain, views the entire existence of human law
in the light of the desirability of becoming virtuous. This is not
presented merely as something that will accomplish some other
goal of civil society; it rather is something all agencies have to

Mt eg, STH L q. 92, . 1, ad 3.



AQUINAS, FINNIS, AND THE POLITICAL GOOD 347

further, but which they prove inadequate to bring about in certain
cases. Here is Finnis’s explanation:

The answer seems to be this. Human law must inculcate virtues because it will
only work well as a guarantor of justice and peace if its subjects internalize its
norms and requirements and—more important—adopt its purpose of
promoting and preserving justice. (232)

This is quite a different approach than the line of argument in
STh I-1, q. 95, a. 1 would lead one to expect. On the Finnis
reading, the prompting towards virtue seems to have become
something that happens because of something else more limited
(“justice and peace” conceived in terms of mere external
behavior).

In STH I-11, q. 96, a. 2, ad 2, to which Finnis refers us (n. 59)
so that we may see virtue as merely “a legitimate hope and
important aim [finis] of government and law” (232, emphasis
added), Thomas deals with an objection that the acts of the
virtues cannot be commanded by law, because the acts of the
virtues presuppose the existence of the virtues (i.e., are ex virtute),
whereas virtue is the goal, end, finis, of law. Thomas replies that
we must distinguish between the two ways of performing the act:
as coming from the virtue, and as merely the material act which
the virtue requires. All the law can oblige is the latter, but the
former is the end of the law. This hardly gives a picture of law
having virtuous acts as merely “a» important aim.”

The next reference in note 59 (i.e., STH I-11, q. 100, a. 9, ad 2)
is even more telling. The article asks whether the “mode of
virtue” falls under the precept of the law. By the “mode of virtue”
Thomas means that the act would be performed as by someone
really having and using the virtue (i.e., knowingly, willingly, and
in a firm or decided way).”” The article teaches that what is
required by a law is that concerning which the lawmaker can
adequately judge (and so inflict punishment for transgression).
Thus, human law requires that an act be done knowingly, and so
it takes ignorance into consideration when meting out

! Thomas makes this explicit at 1270a34-b10.
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punishment. However, it does not require the inner act of the will
to be in conformity with virtue. Human law does not punish the
one who merely wishes to kill but refrains from doing so. God’s
judgment, however, does bear upon this and require good will.
Neither divine nor human law requires that the act be done as by
one having the virtue, as regards the firmness or steadiness which
is the proper fruit of the established habit.
The objector argues as follows:

That most of all falls under the precept which belongs to the intention of the
legislator. But the intention of the legislator primarily bears upon this, viz. that
it make men virtuous, as is said in Ethics 2 [1103b3]. But it pertains to the
virtuous person to act virtuously. Therefore, the mode of virtue falls under the
precept.'®

And Thomas replies:

the intention of the legislator bears upon two items. One of them is that unto
which he intends to lead through the precepts of the law, and this is the virtue.
The other is that upon which he intends the precept to bear, and this is that
which leads or disposes towards the virtue, viz. the act of the virtue. For the
end of the precept is not identical with that about which the precept is given,
just as neither in other matters is there identity between the end and that which
is for the sake of the end [ad finem)."”

Thomas is very clear. Virtue is not merely “an important aim” of
the law. It is the end of the law. The limited matter upon which
the law is obliged to bear is rather an ad finem situation relative
to virtue.

The measures in their limited character that can be exacted by
just law should not be viewed merely as things in themselves.
They are rather to be seen as imbued with the goal of the
legislator, that is, as properly ad finem behavior. Political life is
life on the way to virtue.

STh I-11, g. 96, a. 2, on the limited prohibitions coming from
human law, is important for our purposes. The question asked is
whether it pertains to human law to restrain (cobibere) all vices.

6 8Th 11, q. 100, a. 9, obj. 2.
17 1bid., ad 2.
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The second objection uses the premise that the intention of the

legislator is to make citizens virtuous, and argues that this will

only happen if all vices are eliminated. The sed contra cites

Augustine, who sees human law as permitting some things for

which divine providence will eventually inflict punishment.
Thomas, in his main reply, says:

the law is established as a rule and measure of human acts. But a measure ought
to be homogeneous with the thing measured, as is said in Metaph. 10
[1053a24}; for diverse things have diverse measures. Hence, it is necessary,
also, that laws be imposed on men in accordance with their own condition,
because, as Isidore says, the law ought to be “possible and in accordance with
nature, and in accordance with the custom of the country [patriael.”

Now, the power or capacity for operating proceeds from interior habit or
disposition: for the same thing is not possible for someone who does not have
the habit of virtue and for the virtuous [person]; just as also the same thing is
not possible for the boy and for the mature man. And for that reason the same
law is not laid down for children as for adults: many things are permitted for
children which in adults are punished by law, or severely criticized. And
similarly, many things are permitted to men not perfected by virtue which
would not be tolerable in virtuous men.

Now, human law is laid down for the multitude of men, in which the
greater part consists of men not perfected by virtue. And so, not all vices are
prohibited by human law, but only the more grave, from which it is possible
for the greater part of the multitude to abstain; and especially those [vices]
which are harmful to others, without prohibition of which human society could
not be preserved: as, for example, homicides and thefts and such things are
prohibited by human law.

We have here a limiting of the action of the lawmaker, who
makes laws tailored to the condition of those who are to be
guided. Such a limitation pertains, not to the limited character of
the lawmaker, whose goal is indeed virtue, but to the limited
character of the subjects.

In the replies to objections, the second stresses the need for
moderation on the part of lawmakers. Thomas does not deny the
premise that making citizens virtuous is the intention. But he says:

human law intends to lead men to virtue {lex bumana intendit homines inducere
ad virtutem], not suddenly but rather gradually. And so it does not immediately
impose upon the multitude of the imperfect those things which already are



350 LAWRENCE DEWAN, O.P.

[found] in the virtuous, i.e. that they abstain from all evils. Otherwise, the
imperfect, not being able to bear such precepts, would break out into even
greater evils.

Thus, Thomas very firmly makes the goal of the legislator the
virtuous citizen. The reason for going slowly is precisely the good
order towards such a goal, working on the sort of subjects
available. If Finnis were right in stressing a sort of limited “social
engineering” picture of lawmaking, this would be the place for
Thomas to say so. Instead, he affirms the goal to be the
development of the virtuous citizen.

In order to bring out this “development of virtue” dimension
of political society as conceived by St. Thomas, and thus present
its unquestionable character as a fundamental human good, one
must take into account what he says about two virtues: legal
justice, primarily to be found in the governor, and the prudence
proper to the governor. Indeed, this relates to the view that,
while the good citizen and the good man are not necessarily
identical, the good ruler and the good man are necessarily
identical: to be a governor requires the possession of virtue.

B) Legal Justice

In Finnis’s view, the political society and its common good are
“natural,” in the sense that they are instrumental relative to
certain basic human goods. Political society, conceived as the
establishment of legal order, the order brought about by law, is
necessary because of sin, which requires coercion. Thus, political
society is essentially a remedy for evil, rather than something
having its own proper goodness. (I leave aside for the moment
Finnis’s “one qualification.”) Against this, I would argue that a
virtue corresponds to a natural inclination, and that legal justice
is a virtue, and a very primary or basic virtue.

Thus, at STh 1I-II, g. 108, a. 2, asking whether vindicatio (say:
“the disposition one has to punish the wrongdoer”) is a
distinctive or “special” virtue, Thomas replies in the affirmative:
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as the Philosopher says in Nicomachean Ethics 2 [1103a23], the aptitude
towards virtue is present in us by nature, though the completeness of the virtue
is through habituation or through some other cause. Hence it is clear that
virtues perfect us for following through, in due measure, on our natural
inclinations, which pertain to what is naturally just [ad prosequendum debito
modo inclinationes naturales, quae pertinent ad ius naturale]. And therefore
some special virtue is ordered towards each determinate natural inclination.*®

Now, there is a virtue of legal justice. I have noticed (in
discussions with him) that this was not something Finnis seemed
to wish to admit, or at any rate not in the way that I wished to
present it."”” We should underline the way Thomas presents it. In
STh II-11, q. 58, a. 3, he teaches that justice is virtue. Justice
rectifies human action, and so renders human acts good. He
quotes with approval Cicero saying that men are called good
especially because of justice. Next (a. 4), he locates this
virtuousness in the will, as distinguished not only from the
intellect but also from the sense appetites. Article 5 asks whether
justice is “all-inclusive virtue” (virtus genmeralis). The line of
thinking Thomas pursues here is as follows. Justice has to do with
our treatment of another:

Now this can be in [either of] two ways. In one way, towards the other
considered in his singularity. In the other way, towards the other communally
[ad alium in communi), inasmuch as someone who serves some community
serves all the humans who are contained within that community. Thus, justice,
according to its very own notion, can relate to both [ways of taking the other].
Now, it is evident that all those who are contained within a community stand
related [comparantur] to the community as parts to a whole. And the part, as
to its very substance [id quod est], belongs to the whole [totius est]; hence, also,
any good of the part is orderable to the good of the whole. Therefore, in
accordance with this, the good of any virtue, whether ordering some human
being towards himself or ordering him to other individual persons, is referable
to the common good, to which justice is ordered [ad bonum commune, ad quod
ordinatur iustitia}. And in accordance with this, the acts of all the virtues can
pertain to justice, according as it orders a man to the common good. And to
this extent, justice is called all-inclusive virtue. And because it pertains to the
law to order to the common good, as was said earlier, thus it is that such
justice, all-inclusive in the explained way, is called legal justice, because, i.e.,

8 Ottawa ed., 1984b5-15.
!9 He wanted it to pertain to any community, not just political.



352 LAWRENCE DEWAN, O.P.

through it a man is in accord with the law ordering the acts of all the virtues
to the common good.”

If I understand him, Finnis wants to insist on “some community,”
and so see nothing necessarily political here. I want to insist on
“legal,” and underline that it is through the item (the virtue)
Thomas has presented that one is in accord with the law ordering
towards the common good. Of course, if law is per accidens to the
whole picture of goodness, then Finnis is right.

Finnis holds that the doctrine of legal justice contrasts any
community with the individual as an individual. One could have
this sort of general justice inasmuch as one is a member of a
commercial enterprise, such as IBM. This seems to me quite
wrong. Doubtless, there are dispositions one must have if one is
to work well in a common enterprise. However, here we are
speaking of human virtue, and just as we contrast perfect and
imperfect prudence, inasmuch as perfect prudence concerns the
whole of human life, so also with such a virtue as justice. The
imperfect justice needed for business enterprises even a bad man
can have.”!

A more significant point is the interpretation of article 6:
whether all-inclusive justice is identical as to its very essence with
every virtue, The idea here is that legal justice is going to be
presented as one virtue among many, essentially or substantially
distinct from the others.

As we read Thomas in STh II-11, q. 58, a. 6, we see that the
generality we are here considering is not the generality of
predication. If it were, all the virtues would be justice essentially.
Itis rather the generality as pertaining to a universal cause relative
to its effects. Thus, even though all the virtues fall under general
justice, they need not be identified with it, because such effects are
not identifiable with the universal cause.

2 Ottawa ed., 1722a36-b13.

UL, STh 11, q. 47, a. 13 (1675a7-32): true but imperfect prudence, the sort of thing
which pertains to business dealings (IBM), is found in the good and the bad. True and perfect
prudence alone rates the title “prudence,” speaking unqualifiedly.
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General or all-encompassing justice, legal justice, orders the
acts of all the virtues to its own proper end (the common good):
this is to “move” by commanding (per imperium). Thomas
accordingly compares the role of legal justice to that of Christian

charity:

For just as charity can be called an all-encompassing virtue inasmuch as it
orders the acts of all the virtues towards the divine good, so also legal justice
{can be called an all-encompassing virtue]} inasmuch as it orders the acts of all
the virtues to the common good.? Therefore, just as charity, which relates to
the divine good as to its proper object, is a certain particular virtue, as to its
own essence, so also legal justice is a particular {specialis] virtue, as to its own
essence, inasmuch as it relates to the common good as to its proper object. And
thus it is in the governmental leader [in principe]”principally and, as it were,
architectonically, but in the subjects [in subditis] secondarily and, so to say,
administratively. ™

The very comparison with charity argues for the view that the
common good being envisaged as regards legal justice is the
common good of a complete community. It is certainly a natural
inclination to life in a complete community that we are seeing
perfected by the virtue of legal justice.

C) Governmental Prudence

Let us now look at another virtue that seems to be proper to
the ruler of the political community, namely, the primary sort of
prudence. It too would be the development of a definite natural
inclination, or so one would think.

If we look at STh II-II, q. 47, a. 10, which asks whether
prudence extends to the ruling of a multitude (ad regimen
multitudinis), we are told, of course, that it does. But of what
“multitude” is Thomas speaking, and about what “common
good”? Consider the first objection and reply. The objector says:

“Here, Finnis (I assume) would like to translate by an expression such as 2 common good
as distinct from the common good. I doubt that he is right.

# Here again, 1 suppose that Finnis would translate in a way which would make princeps
apply even to the president of IBM.

2 Ottawa ed., 1723b17-31.
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“the Philosopher says in Ethics 5 [1129b17] that the virtue
related to the common good is justice. But prudence differs from
justice. Therefore, prudence is not related to the common good.”
Thomas replies:

It is to be said that the Philosopher is speaking there of moral virtue. But just
as every moral virtue related to the common good is called “legal justice,” so
also prudence related to the common good is called “political prudence”; for
the political [prudence] stands related to legal justice, the way prudence
unqualifiedly so called stands to moral virtue.

We are using the word “political” here just as we used the word
“legal” when speaking of justice. Finnis has told us that we are
not to take “legal” seriously in the expression “legal justice”:
general justice has to do with the good of just any group (e.g.,
IBM). To say the same about “political” in this passage, so that
Thomas does not mean a virtue having to do specifically with the
ruling of the properly “political” multitude, would be to take
words out of Thomas’s mouth.

Article 11 of the same question asks whether the prudence
with respect to one’s own good is identical with the prudence
with respect to the common good. Interestingly, the sed contra
argument distinguishes carefully between the “common good” of
the household or family and that of the state or city. It argues for
diverse virtues of prudence for the individual, the householder,
and the citizen. In the body of the article, we have a most
important line of argument as regards our present interest, since
the properly political common good seems to have the status of
a quite distinct and important end or good.

the species of habits [habituum] are diversified in accordance with the diversity
of object, which is caught sight of as regards its [the object’s] formal character.
Now, the formal character of all those [items] which are “cowards an end” [ad
finem] is caught sight of on the side of the end [ex parte finis]. . . . And so it is
necessary that from the relation to diverse ends the species of habit are
diversified. But the good proper to one, and the good of the family, and the
good of the city and kingdom [borum civitatis et regni} are diverse ends. Hence
it is necessary that prudences differ as to species in accordance with the
differences of these ends; in such fashion that one [prudence] is prudence
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simply so called, which is ordered to one’s own good; another is domestic
[oeconomical, which is ordered to the common good of the household or the
family; and the third is political, which is ordered to the common good of the
city or kingdom.”

Finnis is right in thinking that sometimes the expression
“common good” refers to something less than the common good
of the city. However, Thomas definitely identifies a species of
virtue, a species of the virtue of prudence, that has to do properly
with the common good of the city, and he calls this “political.”
And it is this that he related, seemingly, to “legal” justice, in
making his earlier comparisons. If specific virtues relate to their
proper natural inclinations, the human being must have, in
Thomas’s eyes, a natural inclination to political society.

We should note as well the reply to the third objection, which
not only considers the hierarchy of goals or ends, but gives us a
rule of primacy. Indeed, where we, in arguing with Finnis, are
trying to make room for the distinctively political virtue, lest we
be forced to say that the really primary sort of virtue is that which
(for example) rules in family life, the problem for Thomas and his
objector is more one of making room for the lower, more
particular, which is tending to get eaten up by the more all-
inclusive. Thus, Thomas says:

even diverse ends one of which is ordered to another diversify the species of
habit; for example, horsemanship and the art of war and politics differ
specifically, even though the end of one is ordered to the end of the other. And
similarly, though the good of one [person] is ordered towards the good of the
multitude, nevertheless this does not prevent such diversity from bringing it
about that a habit differ specifically. But from this [situation] it does follow
that the habit which is ordered to the ultimate end is more primary
[principalior], and commands the other habits.*®

This whole line of thinking clearly means that the political
prudence, properly having to do with the common good of the
city or kingdom, has primacy over the other types of prudence,
such as that which pertains to family life.

BSTh I, q. 47, a. 12 (Ottawa ed., 167324 1-b8).
% STh 1L, q. 47, a. 11, ad 3.
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Lastly, in this reading of STh II-II, g. 47, let us look as a. 12,
asking whether prudence is only in governors or also in the
governed. The answer here (that it is in both) ties the discussion
very much to reason, and our ability rationally and freely to
follow the commands of the governor or ruler.

Even more significant than question 47 is STh II-11, g. 50, aa.
1 and 2. In providing a question on the subjective parts of
prudence, that is, the species which fall under the genus, Thomas
begins by asking whether there is a prudence properly called
regnativa. This should translated as something like “kingly,” since
he explicitly relates it to the king.”” It might be called
monarchical, but the monarch (elected on considerations of
virtue) would be much more like our prime minister or president
than like what we mean in English by a king. However, the
surprising thing is that the second article asks whether there is a
prudence called political, and by this is meant something distinct
from the kingly prudence.

The first article seems to make an iron-clad case against Finnis.
This is especially so if one accepts the view that Thomas presents
in the article on vindicatio, namely, that virtues perfect natural
inclinations. I take Finnis to be saying that such virtues as legal
justice or general justice pertain to just any multitude; and it
seems to me he should be saying the same thing about the
prudence which relates to a multitude. The interesting thing about
the corpus of STh 1I-11, . 50, a. 1 is that it is so explicit as to what
multitude it is considering.

It is to be said that, as is clear from things already said [q. 47, a. 8], to
prudence it pertains to rule and command [regere et praecipere]. And therefore,
where one finds a special type [ratio] of rule and command in human acts,
there also one finds a special type of prudence. But it is evident that in him
who has not only himself to rule but also the perfect community which is the

¥ “King” suggests to us an hereditary office, but this is not included in Thomas’s meaning.
Thus, in his presentation of the best form of human government, at STh I-I1, q. 105, a. 1, he
treats of regrum as pertaining to having one top ruler in a society, but quite explicitly ruling
“secundum virtutem,” an elected ruler, elected from the people and by the people. The best
form also includes a group of governors, under the top ruler, also elected from and by all the
citizens, and ruling in accordance with virtue,
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city or the kingdom [communitatem perfectam civitatis vel regni}, one find a
special and [indeed] the perfect type of rule [perfecta ratio regiminis); for, just
to that extent a rule is more perfect, viz. to the extent that it is more universal,
extending itself to a greater number and attaining a more ultimate end. And so,
to the king [regi], to whom it pertains to rule a city or kingdom, prudence is
due [or befitting: competit] as having a special and [indeed] its most perfect
type [perfectissimam sui rationem). And for that reason the kingly is proposed
as a species of prudence.

Obviously, here we are at that highest in the genus, which is the
cause of all the others in the genus.”® If there is a natural
inclination to be reasonable in matters social, it is here that it
finds its proper perfection.

It seems to me that these texts present well enough the sort of
primacy we have always associated with the political common
good and political society. The move of Finnis, to make it more
instrumental as regards such things as family common good, is to
be rejected, if the goal is to interpret Thomas Aquinas.

IV. COMPLETE SOCIETY

The part of Finnis’s argument we have considered so far
concerns the possibility of understanding Thomas’s doctrine as a
coherent one. Section 6 (pp. 239-45) of his chapter, entitled “The
State’s Elements, Private and Public,” shifts the argument to “the
challenge of principle” (239): “Are there good grounds for
judging that the state’s specific common good is this limited
public good of justice and peace?”

Finnis does not want the reason for limitation to be merely
what I would call “prudence”—that is, making laws in this matter
would cause more trouble than it would eliminate. He wants the
fact that law does not seek to bear upon complete virtue to flow
from a principle, a goal presumably: “But why judge the effort
wrong in principle, an abuse of public power, ultra vires because
directed to an end which state government and law do not truly
have?” (ibid.).

28 refer to an oft-used doctrine of Thomas’s; cf., e.g., Il Metaphys., lect. 2 (Cathala ed.,
#292-294); STh 1, q. 77, a. 6 (469a34).
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I will here consider only what Finnis calls “a second argument”

(242):

{it] asks the questioner to go behind the proposition that states are complete
communities, and to consider the grounds for it, on the tacit assumption that
the institutions which give this community its completeness—law and
government—need justification in the face of the natural equality and freedom
of persons, and need to show just why and when their authority overrides the
responsibility of parents and the self-possession of free persons above the age
of puberty.

Finnis begins by stressing the independence and necessity and
even adequacy of individuals and families. He quotes a text to the
effect that the human being is more naturally conjugal than
political (243 n. 118, quoting VIII Eth., lect. 12 [1720]). In fact,
this passage presents the human being at its most “animal.” It is
hardly related to the human being as a person exercising liberty,
at least as the primary angle. Even in paragraph 1721, where
Thomas goes on to argue that man is naturally conjugal in a
special, human way, the presentation is that the husband is suited
for outside work, while the wife is suited for inside work. What
keeps them together is the common good which is children. What
constitutes justice in their treatment of each other is a subject that
pertains more to domestic morality or even to political morality,
and so is set aside for later (1725). Indeed, Finnis limits his
discussion to 1721-24, thus ignoring the move back to the
political in 1725.

Finnis exaggerates the completeness of the totum bene vivere
of the household. He claims that Thomas comes to the
conception of the “completeness” of the city community only by
attending to the deficiencies of such a community’s elements or
“parts” (244-45). Of course, it is true that we only appreciate the
whole body when we see what the eye can and cannot do, what
the ear can and cannot do, etc.

Finnis wants to present the priority of the parts in the
following way:

These parts [fundamentally, individuals and families] are prior to the complete
community not historically but in a more important way: in their immediate
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and irreplaceable instantiation of basic human goods. The need which
individuals have for the political community is not that it instantiates an
otherwise unavailable basic good. By contrast, the lives of individuals and
families directly instantiate basic goods, and can even provide means and
context for instantiating all the other basic goods: education, friends, marriage,
virtue. (245)

This is really the heart of his contention.

The main objection to it is in terms of the interpretation of the
STh I-11, q. 94, a. 2 inclination to life in “society.” I conceive of
it as a rational communion beyond what we get in the family: a
perfect society is a city. Even if they “instantiate basic human
goods,” individuals and families can still have a material role, the
role of parts, relative to the complete society. What one needs is
a consideration of hierarchy in basic goods. Which ends are more
ultimate than others? Which goods are more common than
others, in the same order? For St. Thomas, the political governor
gives direction to the lives of his subjects, direction pertaining to
the promotion of virtue. His work gives that unity of order
towards goodness of human life which families as such cannot
provide. This is quite clear in Thomas’s commentary on
Aristotle’s Politics.”

Earlier Finnis says of Thomas:

he has stipulated that a state is a complete community, and given complete
community a purely formal description: a community so organized that its
government and law give all the direction that properly can be given by human
government and coercive law to promote and protect the common good, that
is, the good of the community and thus of all its members and other proper
elements. (221-22)

Is Thomas’s description of the completeness of the community as
purely formal as Finnis contends? The stipulation that the state is
a complete community we do find in the texts to which Finnis
refers. However, just how “purely formal” is the description?
That the state gives all the direction that can be given is formal

# The critical edition is Sententia libri Politicorwm, in Opera omnia, t. 48 (Rome: Ad
sanctae Sabinae, 1971). The commonly accepted time of composition is Thomas’s second
Parisian professorship (1269-72), thus the very mature Thomas.
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enough. That this direction is given for the common good, and
that that means the good of the community, is also formal
enough. But there is material relevant to the description that
Finnis does not mention. When Thomas presents the city in I Pol.,
c. 1/b, commenting on Aristotle at 1252b27-31, he tells us gualis
concerning the city: what sort of thing is it? The condition of the
city is presented as regards three features. It is “out of several”
neighborhoods or quarters (ex pluribus wicis). It is a perfect
community, having whatever is necessary for life. It is ordered to
virtue:

Thirdly, he [Aristotle] shows to what the city is ordered. For it is originally
made [primitus facta) for the sake of living, i.e. so that men find sufficient of
those things by virtue of which they can live; but from its actually being [ex
eius esse] it comes about that men not only live, but that they live well,
inasmuch as through the laws of the city the life of men is ordered to virtue.
(Leonine lines 26-32; emphasis added)

This is proper to the nature of the city, as Thomas sees it. Thus,
in the same chapter, a little later, Thomas clearly conceives of the
establishing of the city by linking city and virtue:

Then, when he [Aristotle] says: “Therefore, nature indeed . . .” [1253229], he
deals with the establishing [institutione] of the city, concluding from the
preceding that within all human beings there is present a natural impetus
towards the community of the city, just as also towards virtues; and
nevertheless, just as virtues are acquired through human exercise, as is said in
Ethics 2, so cities are established by human endeavor. But he who first
established a city was the cause for humans of the greatest of goods
[maximorum bonorum].

Man is the best of the animals, if the virtue to which he has a
natural inclination is perfected in him; but if he is without law
and justice, man is the worst of all the animals. Aquinas proves
the point thus:

injustice to that extent is crueler the more arms it has, that is, aids for
wrongdoing; now, to man according to his own nature belong prudence and
virtue which in themselves are ordered to the good; but when a man is bad, he
uses them as arms for wrongdoing, as when through astuteness he thinks up
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fraudulent schemes, and through abstinence he is rendered able to tolerate
hunger and thirst in order to persevere in wickedness, and similarly with other
such things. And thus it is that man without virtue as regards the corruption of
the irascible is maximally abominable and wild, as being cruel and without
affection; and as regards the corruption of the concupiscible he is worst
concerning sexual matters and concerning voraciousness as regards food.

But man is led back to justice by the political order: which is shown from
this, that among the Greeks the order of the political community is called by
the same name as the judgment of justice, that is, “diki.” Hence, it is evident
that he who establishes a city takes away from them that they be worst, and
leads them to this, that they be best as regards justice and virtues. (lines 200-
235)

Thus, Thomas conceives the completeness of the community as a
completeness that leads to virtue. This takes us beyond the
formalism which Finnis spoke of. The common good of the city,
so considered, seems very close to the ultimate end of human life.
The imperfect “felicity” or “beatitude” possible in this life is seen
by Thomas as primarily in contemplation of the divine, but
secondarily in the operation of the practical intellect ordering
human actions and passions.*

A state (Finnis’s term for Thomas’s civitas or gens) may only
be able to give a limited “type of direction” if it is prudently to
aim at the goal which is the ultimate end of human life. Thus, we
considered earlier STh I-11, q. 100, a. 9, ad 2: virtue is the goal,
and the act of the virtue is the means. Still, city living imbues the
whole community with order towards virtue.”!

3 Cf. SThI-11, q. 3, a. 5 (731b18-24), referring to Aristotle, Eth. Nic. 10 (1177a12 and
1178a9). Thomas even uses expressions such as “active felicity” in contrast to “contemplative
felicity”: of. STh 111, q. 4, a. 7 (742a32-37). The general doctrine is, of course, that the
happiness possible in this life consists in virtuous operation: Aristotle, Eth. Nic. 1 (1102a5).
At STh 1, q. 26, a. 4, speaking of God’s own happiness as including whatever is desirable in
any happiness, and itemizing the various forms of happiness, Thomas, after “contemplative
felicity,” lists “active [felicity],” regarding which God possesses “the governing of the entire
universe.”

31 The text to which Finnis refers which gives most support to the sort of thing he has in
mind is, I would say, STh I-1I, q. 98, a. 1 (1246a44-49): “the goal of human law is the
temporal tranquillity of the city, to which goal it comes by restricting external actions as
regards those evils which can trouble the peaceful state of the city.”I do not believe that it
expresses the deepest level of Thomas’s position.
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V. PRIVATE GOOD?

The third point I wish to mention is Finnis’s tendency to
promote the good that falls outside the properly political as a
“private” good. There is no doubt that for Thomas the terrestrial
political society is a limited good. We see this in the discussion of
obedience, where it is taught that one must obey God in all
matters whatsoever, both as to external actions and as to internal
operations (i.e., of the will), but that subjection to human
superiors is as regards determinate issues.’” Finnis does indicate
that Thomas regards the Church as “also” (i.e., besides the civitas)
a perfect community, and thus there is another “common good”
besides that of the civitas.”> However, he goes on to claim:

the common good of the political community does not, as such, include certain
important human goods which essentially pertain to individuals in themselves,
such as the good of religious faith and worship; the fact that such individual
goods are goods for many people, or for everyone, does not convert them into
the good of the community. (226)

Here, in order to show that he is echoing Thomas, he quotes a
passage from Summa conira Gentiles 111, c. 80:

In human affairs there is a certain [type of] common good, the good of the
civitas or people (gentis). . . . There is also a [type of] human good
which—{though it] benefits not merely one person alone but many
people—does not consist in community but pertains to one [as an individual]
in oneself (humanum bonum quod non in communitate consistit sed ad unum
aliquem pertinet secundum seipsum), €.g. the things which everyone ought to
believe and practice, such as matters of faith and divine worship, and other
things of that sort. (226)

The translation is Finnis’s own; he carefully quotes the Latin in
his endnote ¢ (253-54).

2 8Th -1, q. 104, a. 5 in its entirety, and especially ad 2. Cf. also STh II-11, q. 152, a. 4,
ad 3.

3 Aninteresting text in this regard is STh -1, q. 63, a. 4 (1041b29-43): the infused moral
virtues differ specifically from the acquired, in that they pertain to a different political reality;
Thomas refers to Epbesians 2:19, that believers are “fellow citizens of the saints and members

of the household of God.”
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The text bears upon the angelic hierarchy and their assigned
tasks. It deals with the lowest part of the hierarchy, which part,
according to the Dionysian schema, is to be divided into three
levels, the Principalities (principatus), the Archangels, and the
Angels. This lowest hierarchy is responsible for the execution of
divine providence in the merely human order (as contrasted with
the whole cosmic order). Thomas tells us that by “human things”
here he means “all inferior natures and particular causes which
are ordered to man and fall into human use.” He then explains
the three levels of angel in terms of three levels of human good,
moving from the more universal to the less universal. Thus we are

told:

Among these [human things] there is an order. For in human things there is a
common good, which is the good of the city or people, which seems to pertain
to the order of Principalities. . . . And thus, the disposition of the kingdoms,
and the change of domination from people to people, necessarily pertains to
the ministry of this order. Also, the instruction of those who have the role
among men of governors, concerning those things which pertain to the
administration of their regime, seems to look to this order.

Next, we move to a middle position, between the common good
and the individual good. Thomas continues:

There is also another human good, which does not find its place [consistit] in
the community, but pertains to some one [person} in himself, but [a good] not
merely of service [utilia] to one alone, but to many: for example, those things
which are to be believed and observed by all, such as the things of faith and of
divine worship and the like. And this pertains to Archangels, concerning whom
Gregory says that they announce the highest things; for example, we call
Gabriel an “archangel,” who announced to the Virgin the incarnation of the
Word, to be believed by all.

Thus, one sees what is meant by the limitation to the one
individual: it is the Virgin Mary to whom the message is
announced, yet the message is one for all the people. The idea is
not that faith in general pertains to the people on a sort of
individual basis outside the community of the Church. The
“pertaining to one person” is the dimension of the angelic task, a
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message to one person. The nature of the message keeps us in a
middle position, pertaining somewhat to the more universal or
common good.

We then move to the lowest level, that of the individual
believer. Thomas says:

There is a human good pertaining to each one singly. And such [good] pertains
to the order of Angels, concerning whom Gregory says that they announce the
lowest things.

Thommas goes on to say that the middle group have something in
common with the highest and with the lowest. Concerning the
relation to the highest, he says:

having something in common . . . with the Principalities, inasmuch as they
confer authority to the lower angels, and not unworthily, because the things
which are individual [propria] in human affairs should be dealt out in keeping
with what are common [communia).

One sees then that what Finnis singled out is rather misleading.
The faith and worship is the general thing, and the individual
concerned is the Virgin Mary, not just any individual believer.
Moreover, there is the usual insistence that the particular must be
ordered towards the common.

In fact, Thomas considers religious practice as pertaining to
the natural law. Thus, to offer sacrifice is presented by him
explicitly as a duty decreed by natural law. And he then sees it as
altogether appropriate that the human political community enact
positive laws in this regard. These laws are distinct, of course,
from the divine positive laws.** That such enactment of laws is
possible only “somewhat” in any give group of people is, of
course, the point of the need to limit the enforcement of virtue,

* STh II-11, q. 85, a. 1 in its entirety, and especially ad 1. In STh I-11, q. 99, a. 3 (1254b4-
14), Thomas speaks of the different points of view of human and divine law in directing in
matters of divine worship.
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VI. THE BASIC GOODS APPROACH

Finnis’s main contention is that the common good proper to
political society, for Thomas Aquinas, is not a “basic human
good,” but is rather “instrumental” as regards those goods. As we
have already noted, he adds the “qualification” that it may
perhaps be a basic good as concerns retributive justice.

I see this as an important issue, quite simply because any
diminution in nobility which the political as such suffers relative
to the eye of our mind cannot fail to affect the way politics is
lived, and especially as to what we expect from our leaders.
Finnis’s focus on the limitation of political jurisdiction moves us
from a definitely moral conception of political life to something
much less obviously so. Saint Thomas’s view by contrast stresses
that the goal of the political society and its leaders is authentic
human virtue, that accordingly the leaders must be virtuous, and
that the limitations in lawmaking relate properly to the licit
means of moving the multitude of the people towards that goal.

As I have said, Finnis sees STh I-1I, q. 94, a. 2, on the unity
and multiplicity of the precepts of natural law, as locating certain
“basic human goods” on the basis of some natural inclinations
present in the human being.>* Thus, he can challenge the status of
political society as a “basic human good” by questioning the
existence of a natural inclination towards it.

First of all, I would like to shake up the vocabulary of “basic
human goods.” Thomas, in the text in question, speaks of our
naturally apprehending the notion of the good. Beyond that, he
also speaks of our naturally apprehending certain bona humana,
human goods. These naturally apprehended human goods are
then pointed out to be ends (bonum habet rationem finis). And so
the naturally apprehended goods are seen as the ends towards
which we have natural inclinations.

Obviously, Thomas does no more in the article than provide
a sketch of the multiplicity and order of these natural inclinations.
The extent to which the doctrine of order in this article has been

¥ See above, pp. 342-43.



366 LAWRENCE DEWAN, O.P.

obscured is remarkable. Thus, interpreters such as Grisez, May,
and Finnis have denied the moral significance of the presented
order.*® Even Benedict Ashley, while insisting on an order, has,
I believe, missed the true interpretation. He speaks of four basic
goods, and this in the teeth of the three levels of inclination
presented. He sees the first level as exclusively concerned with the
preservation of the individual.””

The first level of inclination spoken of by Thomas should
rather be considered in terms of the great universality it has. It
pertains to all substances as such. Thus, it has not to do merely
with the individual as an individual, but rather with the being and
well-being of being as such. It is the inclination of the creature as
a creature, This is the inclination present in each thing, but
present according to the proper mode of being of the thing. Thus
we read:

For there is present firstly in man an inclination towards the good according
to the nature which he has in common with all substances, inasmuch as all
substances have appetite for the conservation of their own being according to
their own nature. And according to this inclination those things through which
the life of man is preserved and the contrary impeded pertain to natural law.
. (1225b41-49)

% John Finnis, Natural Law and Natural Rights (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1980), 95: “In
ethical reflection the threefold order should be set aside as an irrelevant schematization.”
Most recently, see William E. May, “Germain Grisez on Moral Principles and Moral Norms:
Natural and Christian,” in George, ed., Natural Law and Moral Inguiry, 3-35, at 8: “Thomas
has provided an illustrative, not taxative list of such goods in Summa Theologiae 1-2.94.2.”
See also my paper, “Jacques Maritain and the Philosophy of Cooperation,” in Michel
Gourgues and G.-D. Mailhiot eds., Altérité: Vivre ensemble différents (Montréal and Paris:
Bellarmin and Cerf, 1986), 109-17, at 115-16.

37 Benedict M. Ashley, O.P., “What is the End of the Human Person? The Vision of God
and Integral Human Fulfillment,” in Luke Gormally, ed., Moral Truth and Moval Tradition
(Dublin: Four Courts Press, 1994), 68-96, at 83: “Aquinas . . . enumerated at least four basic
goods of life, family, society, and truth.” He refers to $Th I-1l, q. 94, a. 2 (and also mentions
8¢G 1, c. 129). He also says, “But I prefer Aquinas’s separation of the physical and the
reproductive good, since the reproductive good pertains to the species and not just the
individual” (ibid., 86). My complaint is merely that the threefold order, which is carefully
proposed by Thomas, is somewhat buried, and that the first level is not understood
adequately. I contend that it is not limited to the individual merely as an individual.
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This should not be read, for example, as though it did not include
the tendency to reproduction, by which the species is preserved.
The second level of inclination to which St. Thomas refers, the
more special one, concerns what man has in common with the
other animals, such as male-female relations and the upbringing
of offspring. This is not just reproduction, but a special setting for
reproduction.

Each thing has inclination for its own preservation, not only
as to the individual, but as to the species. Here the best
interpretation comes from Thomas himself in STh 1, q. 60, a. 5,
ad 3. The objector argues against a natural love for God more
than for oneself, precisely because nature tends to self-
preservation, and tending to favor another over oneself would be
against nature. Thomas replies:

nature turns back towards itself not only as regards that in it which is singular,
but much more as regards the common: for each thing is inclined to preserve
not only its own individual self, but also its own species. And much more has
it a natural inclination towards that which is the unqualifiedly universal good.

We are talking about the inclinations that pertain to what
Thomas calls, inSTh 1, q. 45,a. 5,ad 1 (288b36-38), “if I may so
put it, the nature of being” (ut ita dixerim, naturam essendi),
which is participated in by all creatures. This is part of the view
of all reality as the divine effect, and so as naturally “turned
towards God”: cf. STh II-11, q. 106, a. 3, on the philosophy of
gratitude, with its quotation from Pseudo-Dionysius: “God turns
all things back towards himself, as the cause of all.”**

Thus, the best commentary on the first level of inclination in
STh 1L, q. 94, a. 2 is STh 1, q. 60, aa. 1-5, which is a detailed
discussion of the natural love found in angels and human beings. We
see that the inclination common to all substances is a natural love for

%% Notice that the inclination to perpetuity is had by species in a measured way; thus,
Thomas views the species of plants and animals as inclined to perpetuity only for a particular
phase of cosmic existence: De Pot. q. 5, a. 9, ad 3. This inclination is towards maximal
association with the divine: cf. Thomas Aquinas, I De anima, c. 7 (Leonine lines 69-157,
comncerning Aristotle at 415a26-b6).
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itself as an individual, and even more for its species, and even more
for the author of being, God himself.

In this respect, one should notice that in STh I-11; g. 94, a. 2 the
third level of inclination, concerning what is proper to the human
species, has to do, not with love of God, but with knowledge
concerning God. It mentions our desire to know the truth concerning
God. It is the desire to know that is being considered, an inclination
not found in all substances. The precept Thomas formulates in its
connection is: “avoid ignorance.” Love of God, on the other hand,
is presented everywhere in Thomas’s writings as present in every
substance as such, and indeed such that every being loves God
naturally more than it loves itself.*® It is this domain of what might
be called “transcendental inclination” that is being referred to in the
first place in STh I-IL, q. 94, a. 2. The other two particularizing sorts
of inclination are clearly relative to the genus and the species.*®

As regards the third level of inclination, Finnis holds that the
“society” referred to, where we read

there is in man inclination to the good in function of the nature of reason [secuadum
naturgm rationis], which is proper to him; for example [sicwz], man has natural
inclination to this, that he know the truth about God, and to this, that he live in
society [in societate vivar]. (STh I-1L, q. 94, a. 2 [1226a3-81)

is merely the “basic good” of friendship (243; cf. 246) However, just
as the inclination to know was focused by Thomas on knowing about
God, so one would do well to consider that the society he has in
mind is the most perfect form of society, the complete society. And
that, as Thomas teaches, is the civitas, not just the friendship found
within the limits of domesticity.

* See, e.g., STHII-L, q. 26, a. 3: “apon the communication of patural goods to us, [goods]
made by God, is founded natural love, in function of which not only man in the wholeness
of his nature loves God above all and more than himself, but even every creature whatsoever
at its own level [so loves Godl, i.e. either by intellectual or rational or animal or at least
natural love, as for example the stones or other things which lack knowledge; because each
part naturally loves the common good of the whole more than its own particular good.”
(1555b21-32).

*InV Semt., d. 33, q. 1, a. 1, where Thomas asks whether polygamy is against the natural law,
he simply presents a division in terms of genus and species, with no mention of the first level at all.
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It is worth noting that, while Finnis seems to doubt that there is
a natural inclination towards life in the political society, he does note
in a footnote (n. 137) that Thomas, paraphrasing Aristotle, speaks of
a natural impetus to political community. The word “impetus”
Thomas finds in his translation of Aristotle at 1253a30. In explaining
this and the following few lines, Thomas himself, as we have already
seen, says, “Man is the best of animals if virtue, to which he has
natural inclination, is perfected; but if he is without law and justice,
man is the worst of all the animals.”* The natural inclination to legal
justice, which is found in all (otherwise it could not be in the
governed even as “secondarie et administrative” [STh 1I-11, q. 58, a.
6 (1723b30-31)]) is identical with the natural inclination to live in a
political society or civitas.

If we look at some of the other places where Thomas expresses
what is essentially the same doctrine on the natural inclinations as in
STh I-11, q. 94, a. 2, we see even more clearly that the object of legal
justice, the end or good sought by legal justice, has a certain primacy
among naturally apprehended human goods. Thus, in the discussion
of prudence in the Secunda secundae, it is asked whether prudence
presents the end to the moral virtues. The general answer is that it
does not.* Rather, prudence has to do with those things which are
ordered towards the attainment of the end. The virtues prescribe the
end to prudence, but the virtues themselves presuppose the natural
ability of reason to apprehend the primary ends.

The end of moral virtues is the human good. But the good of the human soul is to
be in accordance with reason. . . . Hence, it is necessary that the ends of the moral
virtues preexist in reason. . . . in practical reason there preexist some items as
naturally known principles, and of this sort are the ends of the moral virtues,
because the end has the same standing in [the domain of] things to be done as has

*!See I Pol., c. 1/b (103), concerning Aristotle at 1253a29.

* “Homo enim est optimum animalium, si perficiatur in eo uirtus ad quam habet
inclinationem naturalem; set si sit sine lege et iustitia, homo est pessimum omnium
animalium” (Leonine lines 209-12).

* In STh 111, q. 66, a. 3 Thomas says that prudence does present the ends to the moral
virtues; this seems to be because in the Prima secundae he is ready to use the term “prudence”

even concerning the understanding of the first practical principles: cf. the reasoning in STh
I-1I, q. 58, a. 4.
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the principle in [the domain of] things observed. (STh [-IL, q. 47, a. 6 [1669a50-
b14h*

In the same line, at the end of the treatment of prudence, speaking
of the Ten Commandments, Thomas makes the point that the
Decalogue itself is not about the objects of prudence, precisely as
such, but about the ends of human life:

the precepis of the decalogue, just as they are given to all the people, so also they
fall under the grasp of all, as pertaining to natural reason. But paramount among
things commanded by natural reason are the ends of human life [fines bumanae
vitae). (STh O-I0, g. 56, a. 1 {1712b5-10})

Of course, all the precepts of the Decalogue in a way pertain to
prudence: “Nevertheless all the precepts of the decalogue pertain to
[prudence] inasmuch as it is directive of all virtuous acts” (1712b17-
20).

We see what should be thought about the ends of human life
when we look at what Thomas says about the suitability of the first
three commandments of the Decalogue:

it pertains to law to make men good. And therefore it is necessary that the precepts
of the law be ordered in accordance with the order of coming-to-be, i.e. by which
a man becomes good. But in the order of coming-to-be two things are to be noted.
The first of which is that the first part is constituted first, for example in the
generation of the animal firstly the heart is generated, and in the [case of] the house
firstly the foundation is laid. And in the goodness of the soul the first part is the
goodness of the will, [starting] from which the particular man makes good use of
every other goodness whatsoever. But the goodness of the will is seen [by looking]
towards its object, which is the end. And therefore in him who was to be set on the
road to virtue through law, firstly it was necessary to, as it were, lay down a
foundation of religion [iacere quoddam fundamentum religionis], through which
man is duly ordered 10 God, who is the ultimate end of the buman will. (STh U-11,
g- 122, a. 2 [2034b42-2035a11])

* Notice STh I-11, q. 63, a. 2, ad 3: “the natural rectitude of reason is more noble than the
rectification of the appetite which is effected through participation in reason, which latter
rectification pertains to the moral virtue.”
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Thomas goes on to discuss a second need for the order of coming-to-
be, explaining the order among themselves of the first three
commandments. But we need only note the above. If the “basic” in
“basic human good” is that foundation, compared to the foundation
of the house, of which Thomas speaks, then we see that the basic
human good is the ultimate end of man, and that goods will be more
basic to the extent that they pertain more closely to that end.

If we consider the moral virtues and the goodness that pertains to
them, we see the preeminent goodness of justice. In fact, the text is
so decisive that one wonders that it is not cited more frequently. The
question asked is: whether justice is pre-eminent among the moral
virtues?

If we are speaking about legal justice, it is evident that it is more splendid among all
moral virtues, inasmuch as the common good has pre-eminence over the singular
good of one person. And in that regard the Philosopher says in EN 5 [1129b27] that
“justice seems to be the most splendid of the virtues, and neither is Hesperus nor
Lucifer so admirable.” (STh TI-11, q. 58, a. 12 [1728b19-27])

Thomas goes on to show how even the particular justice of one
person to another singular person is a reality more noble than other
moral virtues, but that need not concern us. It is precisely the
common good with which the law has to do that makes legal justice
so unquestionably noble.

It is, of course, true that Thomas presents prudence as even more
noble than legal justice. This is inasmuch as prudence is not merely
a moral virtue but is an intellectual virtue.

The good of reason is the good of man. . . . But prudence, which is the perfection
of reason, has this good essenttially. Justice, however, is productive of this good,
inasmuch as it pertains to fjustice] to put the order of reason into all human affairs.
But the other virtues have a conservational role regarding this good, inasmuch as the
passions are given measure lest they remove a man from the good of reason. . . .
Hence, among the cardinal virtues, prudence is better; secondly, justice; thirdly,
fortitude; fourthly, temperance. (STh II-1, q. 124, a. 12)

However, we have seen that Thomas sees the supreme instance of
prudence in the person of the ruler.
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VIL “INSTRUMENTAL”

Finnis presents the good of political society as “instrumental”
regarding the basic human goods found in the friendship of marriage,
etc. One supposes that this makes of such a good, not an end in itself,
but an ad finem: item having in itself nothing to recommend it.
Thomas sometimes uses the example of a bad-tasting medicine to
portray such a “good.”®

Of course, nothing prevents something from being both a primary
goal of human life and an instrument in the service of still more final
goods. In fact, this is how Thomas does present political society. The
political order is not the best thing in man. The political is
“instrumental” relative to the contemplative order, and the
intellectual virtues are more noble than the moral, wisdom than
political prudence. In STh I-11, g. 66, a. 5, ad 1 he concludes:

For it does not belong to prudence to inject itself into [consideration of] the highest
things, which wisdom considers; but it gives orders concerning those things which
are ordered towards wisdom, viz. how men ought to arrive [pervenire] at wisdom.
Hence, in this, prudence, or politics, [prudentia, seu politica) is the servant [ministra)
of wisdom; it introduces to it, preparing the way for it, like the door-keeper for the
king [sicut ostiarius ad regem). (1058a12-20)

Thomas is quite explicit. Politics is the servant, and so the instrument,
of wisdom.*

Thus, what we object to in Finnis’s conception is not that the
political order is considered as “instrumental” towards human good.

¥ CLSTh1,q.5,a 6,ad 2.

* There are admirable texts in the Summma contra Gentiles where the whole of human life
is presented as ordered towards such wisdom. Take for example ScG 1L, c. 37 (para. 7: Ad
hanc etiam ommnes...): “To this [operation, viz. the contemplation of truth], all other human
operations are seen to be ordered, as to an end. For bodily well-being [incolumiias] is
required for the perfection of contemplation, towards which [well-being] are ordered all the
artificial things which are necessary for life. Quiet from the disturbances of the passions is
also required, to which one comes through the moral virtues and through prudence; and
quiet from external disturbances, to which the whole rule of civil life is ordered {ad quam
ordinatur totum regimen vitae civilis]. So that, if they are rightly considered, all human
undertakings are seen to serve those contemplating truth.” Again, the litde said of civil society
in a text like this might foster the Finnis conception, but I do not think Thomas is here
aiming to express the whole truth about the end of political society.
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It is rather that, with his system of “basic human goods,” he sees such
things as family life as absolute, and so as an unqualified human good
in contrast to the instrumentality of political life. He sees the “basic
good” of “living in society” as fulfilled primarily in such things as
family life and other relatively private associations.

As an interpretation of Thomas Aquinas on the status of political
society, this seems to me quite off the mark. One should consider the
family as a family. What is proper to this mode of human socializing
as such? Thomas does not see it as more noble than the city. He sees
it as a part of the city, an element, we might say. Like other ways of
human association, it can and should be ordered towards the higher
life, the contemplation of truth and the life of religion. However,
precisely as family life, it is ordered towards the life of the city. Thus,
in I Pol, c. 11 (Thomas commenting on Aristotle, 1260b8 and
following), we see that the discussion of the virtue involved in the
relationships of husband and wife, father and children, is postponed.
It cannot be determined until one gets into “politics,” that is, into the
discussion of “cities.” Two reasons are given.

First, one must discuss the disposition of the part by making a comparison to the
whole, as one determines concerning the foundation by considering what pertains
to the house as a whole. Now, the household is a part of the city; and these two
relationships or conjunctions, i.e. father and son, man and wife, pertain primarily
to the household; hence, one must consider the formation [qualiter sint erudiendi)
of the child and the wife in the light of what is said of the city. (Leonine ed., 95-
103)

A second reason is as follows:

Those things whose disposition makes a difference as to the goodness of the city are
to be considered in politics [in politiis]; but of this sort are the instructions
[instructiones] of children and women as to how the two are good, since women are
half the free human beings who are in the city, while from the children grow the
men who must be those who dispense in the city: therefore, it is in politics that one
must determine concerning the instruction of children and women. (Leonine ed.,
105-13)

This suggests a different relation of the household or family to the
political society than one finds in Finnis. It need not at all violate any
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“principle of subsidiarity,”* which means simply authentic causal
p p ty p

hierarchy: there really is a role proper to the lower thing, and it
belongs to the higher thing to foster, not destroy the lower thing.**

CONCLUSION

In the present paper I have had a limited purpose. I have not
attempted to go into detail as to what are the good reasons for the
limitations on law and government. I have rather focused on what I
see as an unhappy effect of Finnis’s interpretation, namely, to
diminish the goodness proper to law and government, as understood
by Thomas. My aim has been mainly to argue for a primary “basic
(or foundational) human good” in the civitas as such. While Thomas
certainly uses the need to provide coercion to approach the need for
the political order, seen as the source of law,* the actual portrait of
that order, especially as found in the suitable governor, is of the
richest of goods that practical reason provides.

*"The violation of “the principle of subsidiarity” was one of the charges brought by Grisez
against Thomas Aquinas in the aforementioned critique.

* For the role of part and whole, a text to consult is ST I, q. 65, a. 2 (397a55-b13),
where we see the ends which are assigned to the different parts and to the whole. Each part
is for its own act; the less noble part is for the more noble; the parts are for the sake of the
whole; and the whole is for an extrinsic end.

¥ Cf. especially STh -1, q. 95, a. 1.
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“Then who can be saved?” Jesus . . . said, “For man it is impossible; but for
God all things are possible.” (Mt 19:25-26)

I. NATURAL LAW THEORY:
METAPHYSICAL OR PURELY DEONTOLOGICAL?

tradition of natural law is far from monolithic. Within this
tradition one can distinguish between “thin” (deonto-
logical) and “thick” (metaphysically robust) types of natural law
theory. “Thin” theories emphasize the primacy of the notions of
right and duty, whereas “thick” theories stress the priority of the
notions of good and human finality. Thomas Aquinas is among
the best-known proponents of a “thick” natural law theory
embedded within a properly theological framework. One may
ask, however, whether a “thick” natural law theory is accessible
to unaided reason. Stated differently, must a “thick” natural law
theory presuppose divine revelation? The answer to this question
depends on whether reason left to itself could know that there is
a transcendent, unparticipated good in which alone man could
find his ultimate completion—perfect happiness. On this issue
scholars are divided.
Some Thomistic commentators hold that rational creatures are
absolutely incapable of perfect natural happiness, and that this
view is strictly consonant with Aquinas’s own teaching. From an

! s Heinrich Rommen and Yves Simon have observed, the
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Aristotelian-Thomistic standpoint happiness is an act of the
speculative intellect engaged in the contemplation of God. This
act is strictly natural insofar as it does not exceed the connatural
limits of the spiritual creature’s intellective power. And the act is
perfect insofar as the intellective power is fully actualized. So
perfect natural happiness, if it is not absolutely impossible, would
consist in a contemplative grasp of the divine nature that fully
actualizes the spiritual creature’s intellect in accordance with its
connatural noetic limits. Aquinas argues in more than one place,
however, that the final end of spiritual creatures must be the
immediate vision of God. Moreover, Aquinas holds that this
vision surpasses the natural powers of finite intellectual natures.
Consequently, it would seem that from a Thomistic standpoint
spiritual creatures are strictly incapable of a happiness that is both
perfect and purely natural simultaneously.

The opinion that perfect natural happiness is intrinsically
impossible is reflected in the view that man is endless by nature,
a view endorsed recently by Denis Bradley.' This view is not new.
And the contrary view, that man could have been ordered to a
natural final end equivalent to perfect natural happiness, has
become increasingly controversial, particularly since the pub-
lication of Henri de Lubac’s influential Surnaturel.” The point at
issue surfaces when considering the following question: Within
their own proper order of being and operation, could rational
creatures have been fully perfected had they not been fore-
ordained to a supernatural final end? Thomists would acknowl-
edge that without grace finite intellectual natures in the present
historical order cannot reach their concrete final end. But Catho-
lic thinkers are divided as to whether unaided reason could know
that human nature in the present historical order cannot be fully
perfected within the proper limits of its own order of being and
operation.

! Denis Bradley, Aguinas on the Twofold Human Good: Reason and Human Happiness
in Aquinas’s Moral Science (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press,
1997). Hereafter abbreviated as ATG.

? Henri de Lubac, Surnaturel: Etudes historiques (Paris: Aubier, 1946).
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An affirmative answer to this epistemological query would
appear to suggest that an inherently supernatural finality, at least
as a theoretically achievable possibility, is within the purview of
unaided reason if a natural desire, in this case the desire for
perfect fulfillment, cannot be in vain. One could not easily avoid
the semi-rationalistic overtones of the foregoing affirmative
answer without sacrificing the tenet that a natural desire cannot
be in vain, that is, without granting that man is endless by nature.
But can the claim that man is endless by nature withstand
sustained metaphysical scrutiny? And if not, what are the
theoretical implications from the perspective of a Catholic
philosopher?

In this paper I will examine whether the claim that man is
endless by nature is in any sense problematic. For instance, would
a purely philosophical natural law theory based on a
teleologically sensitive philosophical theology be precluded in
principle if man is endless by nature?’

Bradley’s position on this question is particularly noteworthy.
He opens his recent book with a significant observation:

There has been a long history, rooted in the late medieval and early modern
disjunction of faith and reason, of misconstruing the integrally theological
character of Aquinas’s rational argumentation. (ATG, xi)

I think Bradley is correct regarding the nature of Aquinas’s mode
of discourse. Almost immediately thereafter he declares:

I reject . . . the conceptual possibility and coherence of an autonomous or,
equivalently, systematic Thomistic moral philosophy. . . . Of course, Aquinas’s
moral science incorporates rational doctrines, congruent with but not logically
dependent upon revealed beliefs. But it does so . . . without thereby . . .
licensing Thomist epigones to extract a systematic Thomistic moral philosophy
from its native theological setting. (ibid.)

? By “teleclogically sensitive natural theology” I mean a theology that in the state of pure
nature would be fully equipped to address man’s final end without reference to divine
revelation. By “pure nature” | mean nature in precision from grace, as contradistinguished

from elevated nature ordered to an intrinsically supernatural final end.
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If Bradley is saying only that Aquinas would deny that a purely
natural moral philosophy is practically sufficient in the present
historical order, one could hardly differ. But Bradley’s line of
argumentation goes far beyond that modest claim. His position at
least implies the claim that a purely natural and complete moral
philosophy is intrinsically impossible. For such a philosophy
would necessarily rely on a purely natural final end, and, in
Bradley’s view, such an end is absolutely impossible in itself. If
Bradley’s position is correct, then the very notion of a complete
philosophy independent from sacra doctrina involves not simply
a paradox but an internal contradiction.* In that case the triumph
of (some form of) fideism or traditionalism (or nihilism) would
seem unavoidable. More concretely, the possibility of the state of
pure nature—a theory intended to preserve the gratuity of the
supernatural order and the integrity of reason within its own
proportionate sphere of operation—would be left without any
ultimate justification.

1. GRATUITY COMPROMISED OR
METAPHYSICALLY UNINTELLIGIBLE POTENCIES?

Let us suppose that man is endless by nature. What are the
implications and why? Either the principle of finality understood
as a universal and necessary philosophical tenet must be
abandoned, or nature possesses a natural exigency for an
intrinsically supernatural act, namely, the immediate vision of
God. The admission of such an exigency would, from Aguinas’s
standpoint, compromise the gratuity of the supernatural order,
for the immediate vision of God is humanly impossible without
grace, and it would seem contrary to the divine goodness that
God would create man with an ontological exigency for a final
end without intending that it should ever be fulfilled under any
circumstarnces.

In response, one might object that the order of divine justice
would not have been compromised had God chosen to create

4 Cf. ATG, xiii, 530.
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rational agents without intending that their natural desire for
perfect completion should ever be fulfilled, because their one and
only possible final end is intrinsically supernatural and, as such,
it is not owed to created nature. This objection is an important
one from a juridical perspective. From a metaphysical standpoint,
however, it is beside the point. Had God chosen to create rational
beings in the state of pure nature, and had they all failed to attain
any truly final end through no voluntary fault of their own, surely
they would have been aware of their unenviable predicament,
namely, the everlasting frustration of their inalienable desire for
ultimate and perfect completion. And, from a classical Thomistic
standpoint, the proposition that an intelligent secondary cause
could not be created without simultaneously being divinely
ordained and summoned to the beatific vision is strictly
incompatible with the gratuity of the supernatural order.” The
metaphysical problem, then, consists in justifying the assertion
that in the state of pure nature the divine Wisdom might have
permitted the everlasting frustration of natural desire even apart
from any spiritual creature’s moral failure. A purely juridical
solution ignores the deeper metaphysical issue at stake. In the
order of intention the final end cannot be everlasting frustration
of natural desire, for such frustration is not good in itself, and the
good is that at which all things aim.

Furthermore, if the perfect completion sought through a
strictly natural desire could not be anything but the immediate
divine vision, it would appear that the intrinsic principles of
nature alone would suffice to establish the absolute possibility of
an intrinsically supernatural final end. But it is not obvious that
this possibility could be positively established without reference
to intrinsically supernatural principles—grace and the theological
virtues. For, if Aquinas is correct, man’s de facto final end, the
immediate vision of God, depends unconditionally on these
supernatural principles, inasmuch as this supernatural end wholly
transcends the noetic capacities of unaided nature.

* Cf. Pope Pius XII, Humani generis, no. 26.
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{ll. THREE OPTIONS

Two possible responses to the problem offer themselves
immediately: (1) to deny the principle of finality as a universal
and necessary philosophical tenet, and (2) to affirm the possibility
of perfect natural happiness as a truly final end. Should we elect
to deny the principle of finality, other difficulties would surface.
First, the very debate over man’s ultimate end would be rendered
problematic from a Thomistic standpoint, Apart from the
principle of finality it is not clear how one could justify in non-
fideistic terms the claim that man has a final end, natral or
supernatural. And no Catholic thinker involved in this debate® is
prepared to endorse a fideistic solution or to deny the
metaphysical truth that man must have a final end. The
philosophical principle of finality is absolutely indispensable to
rational theological discourse on the objective and universal
meaning of human existence. Second, the denial of the principle
of finality would entail that there could be a real potency that is
not for the sake of act. But if the principle of a thing’s
intelligibility is to be found not in potency as such but in act, then
a potency not ordered to act would be wholly devoid of
intelligible meaning. A potency is intelligible only to the extent
that it partakes of the intelligibility of its associated act. In other
words, a potency not ordered to act would be indistinguishable
from nothingness or the total negation of being,.

So much for the denial of the philosophical principle of
finality. We are left, then, with the second option, namely, the
affirmation of the possibility of perfect natural happiness as a
truly final end. But this option would appear to be no less prob-
lematic from a Thomistic standpoint. For Aquinas maintains that

our natural desire for knowledge cannot come to rest within us until we know
the first cause, and that not in any way, but in its very essence. This first cause

¢ For instance, Hans Urs von Balthasar, Maurice Blondel, Henri Bouillard, Etienne Gilson,
Bernard Lonergan, Henri de Lubac, Joseph Marechal, Jacques Maritain, William O’Connor,
Joseph Owens, Anton Pegis, and Karl Rahner.
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is God. . . . Consequently the ultimate end of an intellectual creature is the
vision of God in His essence.”

It seems, then, that natural happiness cannot be perfect as long as
the immediate vision of God is lacking. In other words, it appears
that a purely natural end consisting in a strictly natural knowl-
edge of God cannot be a truly final end, for truly perfect rest
requires more than a strictly natural knowledge of God. Another
argument cited by Bradley (ATG, 473) in support of the putatively
Thomistic view that man could not have a strictly natural final
end is the argument found in De malo, q. 5, a. 1, ad 1:

Man would have been created frustrated and in vain if he were not able to
attain beatitude, as is the case with anything that is not able to attain its
ultimate end. Lest man be created frustrated and inane, because he is born with
original sin, God proposed from the beginning a remedy for the human race,
through which man could be liberated from this inanity—the mediator, himself
God and man, Jesus Christ. Through faith in Him the impediment of original
sin is able to be taken away.

I will comment briefly on this argument later.

A third option might be to object that human nature’s
obediential potency for the supernatural is sufficient to establish
the theoretical possibility of the immediate divine vision as man’s
last end, so that the possibility of this supernatural good could be
positively known without presupposing on our part any
knowledge of grace. This appears to be the approach of Steven
Long. In a recent article, Long pursues the obediential potency
option vis-a-vis man’s final end.® Contrary to Long, however,
Bradley argues that Aquinas’s teaching on man’s final end neither
employs nor mentions the notion of obediential potency (ATG,
448-55). Bradley argues that

Miracles . . . serve as the Thomistic prototype for understanding the
obediential potency of a creature. Aquinas, however, never calls the beatific
vision . . . a “miracle.” . . . [For] a miracle precisely does not realize or perfect

7 Compendium theologiae 1, c. 104; cited by Bradley in ATG, 525.
8 Steven A. Long, “Obediential Potency, Human Knowledge, and the Natural Desire for
God,” International Philosophical Quarterly 37 (1997): 45-63.
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the natural tendency of a being but goes contrary to it. But while the beatific
vision is supernaturally attained, it is, according to Aguinas, profoundly in
accordance with the intellect’s natural tendency: “Every intellect naturally
desires the vision of the divine substance.” (ATG, 449-50)

In support of the view that man’s immediate vision of God does
not, according to Aquinas, involve any obediential potency for
the same, Bradley notes that Aquinas distinguishes the beatific
vision from miraculous forms of knowledge, such as prophetic
knowledge (ATG, 450), and that the notion of obediential
potency is properly applicable to infused miraculous knowledge,
precisely because such knowledge is entirely beyond the natural
capacity of created intellects. In contrast, the immediate vision of
God is an act for which created intellects have in some sense a
natural capacity, Bradley argues, inasmuch as the natural desire
to know God cannot be thoroughly actualized without this
immediate vision (ATG, 455). In addition, he observes that
Aqguinas does not use the term “obediential potency” when
attempting to establish that man’s final end is the beatific vision.
He suggests, however, that if the divine ordination of spiritual
creatures to the beatific vision could not properly be understood
without reference to an obediential potency, it would seem
reasonable to expect that Aquinas would mention this potency
when attempting to show that a spiritual creature’s final end is
the immediate vision of God (ibid.).”

As a possible reading of Aquinas’s teaching, the restriction of
the notion of obediential potency to the realm of the miraculous
seems plausible enough, since there are Thomistic texts that
appear to support Bradley’s interpretation.’® Nevertheless, his
treatment of Aquinas’s understanding of obediential potency is
not compelling. If the act of prophetic knowledge requires an
obediential potency, and if the immediate divine vision as
participated act is more excellent than the act of prophetic
knowledge, then how can this intrinsically supernatural vision not

*This line of argumentation is not new. See, for instance, William O’Connor, The Eternal
Quest: The Teaching of St. Thomas Aguinas on the Natural Desire for God (New York:
Longmans, Green and Company, 1947), 37.

¥ Gee ATG, 450 n. 130.
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require an obediential potency? If an inferior act wholly exceeds
the natural capacity of spiritual creatures, surely the same must be
true of a superior act. Thus, although Aquinas may not explicitly
employ the term “obediential potency” in arguments intended to
show that man’s last end consists in the immediate vision of God,
these Thomistic arguments necessarily presuppose the notion of
obediential potency. For no efficient cause other than God can
raise a spiritual creature’s intellect to the immediate vision of
God, and an obediential potency in one sense is a remote passive
potency that can be reduced to act by no efficient cause other
than God. As Long recognizes, Bradley’s interpretation is
questionable insofar as it completely reduces the notion of
obediential potency to the notion of extrinsic susceptibility to
miraculous transmutation. It is true that for Aquinas this
susceptibility is an obediential potency. Bradley has not shown,
however, that every obediential potency must be a susceptibility
to miraculous transmutation.'!

Unless God reduces an obediential potency to an act that
completely transcends a spiritual creature’s natural capacities, no
finite intellect could be raised to the supernatural vision of God.
But, if Aquinas is correct, the obediential potency in question
cannot be a susceptibility to miraculous transmutation. Consider
an example. A horse, say, “Mr. Ed,” is obedientially capable of
philosophical dialogue. But notice that the horse would cease to
be a horse at the precise moment when this obediential potency
is divinely actualized. By divine omnipotence the horse would be
essentially transformed into a rational creature, for the activity of
philosophical dialogue presupposes reason, and a horse as such
lacks reason. In this case the obediential potency of the horse is
a susceptibility to miraculous transmutation. In contrast, when the

"1n his Disputed Questions on the Virtues in General, a. 10, ad 13, Aquinas argues that
man’s potency for infused virtues is generically other than his natural potency for acquired
virtues. And the potency for infused virtues, which are ordered to an end that completely
transcends the end to which the acquired virtues are ordered, is an obediential potency.
Moreover, Aquinas does not think the reduction of this obediential potency to actimplies any
corruption of human nature. In other words, this obediential potency for infused virtues is

not an extrinsic susceptibility to miraculous transmutation, at least not according to Aquinas.
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human mind is elevated supernaturally to the immediate vision of
God, there is no question of a miraculous transmutation of
human nature within the framework of Aquinas’s theology of
grace. Aquinas would deny that human beings cease being human
the moment they receive the beatific vision. Bradley has not,
therefore, succeeded in justifying the assertion that the notion of
obediential potency serves no essential function in Aquinas’s
arguments concerning man’s de facto final end.

IV. OBEDIENTIAL POTENCIES DISTINGUISHED

In emphasizing the notion of cbediential potency, Long offers
a more faithful interpretation of Aquinas’s teaching on man’s last
end. In this regard Long seems less prone to elide the orders of
nature and grace. By relying on the notion of obediential potency,
he believes he can demonstrate on strictly philosophical grounds
that the immediate divine vision as participated act is absolutely
possible, not that we are in fact called to the beatific vision. Given
that important qualification, his position seems more modest but
not insignificant. Nevertheless, at this juncture [ think Long, who
relies heavily on Maritain, overstates his otherwise excellent case.
My reservation is chiefly epistemological in nature. Insofar as it
is defined as a remote passive capacity that can be reduced to act
by none but the first efficient cause, obediential potency is
accessible to philosophical reason left to its own resources.
Unaided reason can know in principle that an omnipotent
Creator exists and that He created finite beings ex nibilo. Truths
of this sort fall within the broad ambit of natural theology. If
unaided reason can know that there is an omnipotent God who
creates finite beings ex nibilo, one can also know without the
infused light of faith that an ass is obedientially capable of
philosophical acts by means of a miraculous transmutation of
substance. As no logical contradiction is implied, such
transmutation could occur if God willed it. But it is
metaphysically impossible that the individual engaged in
philosophical activity be an ass simultaneocusly.
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Now, in saying that man is obedientially capable of the
immediate divine vision, Long would affirm that a man who is
transformed and raised to this supernatural vision does not
thereby cease to be a man, that the obediential potency in ques-
tion is not an extrinsic susceptibility to miraculous transmutation.
But if one is not cognizant of the availability of intrinsically
supernatural principles such as grace, how can one know that this
same obediential potency is not in fact a mere susceptibility to
miraculous transmutation? Of course one way to skirt the
problem is suggested by Duns Scotus. He denies that the
immediate vision of God is an intrinsically supernatural act in the
Thomistic sense. From a Scotistic perspective, the obediential
potency in question is indistinguishable from a susceptibility to
miraculous transmutation. This view is defended in a recent study
by Peter Ryan, S.J.:

De Lubac, MS, 78, n. 16, rightly points out that the nature lacking innate
desire for supernatural beatitude could be fulfilled by it only by being so
profoundly altered that it would become a completely different nature. As we
have noted, the same is suggested by Scotus: “if knowledge of the divine
essence were above the nature of our intellect, the blessed will never see God;
for no potency can be elevated above its specifying object, as [corporeal] vision
cannot be elevated to understanding. Otherwise this potency would transgress
the limits of its essence, and would not remain specifically the same.”*

Long, however, would not endorse the Scotistic solution,
which appears to be supported by the Scotistic doctrine of the
univocity of being. But if one follows Aquinas’s doctrine of the
analogy of being, it seems reasonable to hold that the ontological
divide between the sense power of sight and an angel is relatively
insignificant in comparison with the ontological chasm between
human reason and God’s suprageneric existence.'> Moreover, the
intuitive vision of an angel’s essence absolutely transcends the
perceptual capacities of nonrational animals apart from a

12 Peter F. Ryan, S.J., Moral Action and the Ultimate End of Man: The Significance of the
Debate between Henri de Lubac and His Critics (Th.D. diss., Gregorian University, 1996),
278 n. 10.

B See Aquinas, Summa contra Gentiles 111, c. 54.
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miraculous transmutation of substance. So it does not seem
unreasonable to hold that the immediate vision of God absolutely
transcends man’s noetic faculties apart from a similar miraculous
transmutation. And even then it is not clear that a miraculous
transmutation of substance would suffice to produce the
intrinsically supernatural act in question.™

Aquinas, however, maintains that man’s elevation to the
immediate vision of God is not accomplished without intrinsically
supernatural principles, and that these principles (including the
entitative habitus of grace, the theological virtue of charity, and
the lumen gloriae) are strictly indispensable conditions of the
immediate divine vision as participated act. Furthermore, he
teaches that these principles are inaccessible to unaided reason.
Now, unless one is relying on the absolutely impeccable testimony
of God Himself, who can neither deceive nor be deceived, one
could hardly know that an intrinsically supernatural end is
attainable without also knowing the availability of the
intrinsically supernatural means without which this end could not
be attained. If the strictly indispensable means are removed, so is
the end. Objectively speaking, there is no obediential potency for
the immediate divine vision as participated act apart from the
requisite supernatural principles. Stated differently, the purely
philosophical notion of obediential potency falls short of the
properly theological notion of the same, and the latter is required
to establish the absolute possibility of the immediate divine vision
as participated act. Thus the philosophical notion of obediential
potency available to unaided reason will not suffice by itself to
demonstrate what Long thinks he can demonstrate on strictly
philosophical grounds.

" One might, of course, assert that the ontological chasm between sense powers and
separate substances is fundamentally unlike the ontological chasm between human reason and
God’s suprageneric existence (cf. ibid.). For instance, one might argue that the ontological
divide between sense powers and separate substances involves a difference in kind, whereas
the ontological divide between human reason and God’s supra-generic existence involves a
difference not in kind but in degree or something along those lines. Therefore, the human
intellect can be elevated to the immediate divine vision, It is not evident philosophically,
however, that an argument of this sort can succeed without prejudice to the divine nature’s
absolute transcendence.
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If Aquinas is correct as regards his theology of grace, no sound
demonstration of the absolute possibility of the immediate vision
of God can avoid referring to the strictly indispensable means,
including grace. With the aid of divine faith, however, a believer
can grasp a mysterium fidei that a first-rate philosopher such as
Aristotle could not possibly anticipate without benefit of divine
revelation.” Concerning this divine mystery, human reason left
to itself is able to posit nothing more than an inherently fallible
“judgment of credibility,” an act of acquired opinion based on
miraculous evidence. Such a judgment is not to be confused with
an act of theological faith, an intrinsically infallible supernatural
act of intellectual assent to a revealed mystery based on the
supreme authority of Self-subsistent Truth.'® Apart from theo-
logical faith and divine revelation, then, the absolute possibility,
let alone the historical actuality, of the immediate divine vision as
participated act is beyond both proof and disproof.

V. THE ANALOGY OF NATURAL DESIRE

One might still object that my perspective does not seem
entirely consistent with the Thomistic texts, because Aquinas
offers various rational arguments to support the claim that the last
end of spiritual creatures must consist in the immediate vision of
God. In response, one may readily concede that such arguments
are scattered throughout the Thomistic corpus, like the argument

5 Cf. Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1, q. 57, a. 5; q. 64, a. 1, resp. and ad 4; 11, q. 62, a.
1; q. 109, a. 1. Also see Joseph Owens, Towards a Christian Philosophy (Washington, D.C.:
The Catholic University of America Press, 1990), 91: “The potentiality for elevation through
grace escapes the philosopher’s investigation . . . and is known only to the theologian. The
philosopher discovers no contradiction in the elevation of a created intellect to the beatific
vision, as he could in the case of a non-cognitive faculty, yet he cannot show positively that
it is possible. He does not know that there is a Trinity to be contemplated, nor that there are
supernatural powers to equip the soul for that destiny. As with other revealed truths, the
possibility cannot be positively demonstrated even though the arguments that aim to show
a contradiction in it turn out to be inapplicable.”

' On the distinction between the judgment of credibility and the judgment of faith see
Romanus Cessario, O.P., Christian Faith and the Theological L'ife (Washington, D.C.: The
Catholic University of America Press, 1996), 59-60.
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cited earlier from Aquinas’s De malo. These arguments can easily
be misunderstood apart from their proper context, however. One
must recall that Aquinas, unlike Duns Scotus and others, held that
spiritual creatures were in fact created in the state of grace, not in
the state of pure nature.'”” Given this presupposition, the
Thomistic arguments at issue cannot properly be viewed as
complete without reference to the intrinsically supernatural
principles possessed by spiritual creatures in the original state of
nature. Contrary to Scotistic interpretations, the Thomistic argu-
ments are meant to show that nature as originally constituted, not
pure nature, is ordered to the immediate vision of God.

For example, in the De malo argument cited earlier Aquinas is
obviously arguing on the basis of the notion of fallen nature, not
that of pure nature, and the theological notion of fallen nature
presupposes the theological notion of grace. Consider, also, the
famous argument found in Summa contra Gentiles 111, c. 50.
Aquinas argues that the natural desire of separate substances
cannot attain perfect rest short of the immediate vision of God.
If, as Aquinas believes, separate substances were created in the
state of grace, it would be a mistake to infer that the natural
desire in question is a desire that does not presuppose grace and
the theological virtues. Furthermore, if he thought that the
natural-desire argument contained in ScG III, c. 50 was entirely
conclusive, it is not easy to grasp why he went on to argue in Sc¢G
I c. 54 that the immediate vision of God does not in every sense
transcend the noetic limits of separate substances. To show that
this supernatural vision is not absolutely impossible, he refers
explicitly to intrinsically supernatural principles in ScG II1; cc. 52-
54. This significant theological development of the natural-desire
argument set forth in Sc¢G III, ¢. 50 is commonly overlooked.
Indeed, Scotistic interpretations of Aquinas’s argument concern-
ing man’s last end are not rare. One is tempted to speculate that
the Scotistic reading of the natural-desire argument offered in ScG
IIL, c. 50 stems partly from the debate between Thomists and
Scotists over the necessity of the lumen gloriae (treated in ScG 111,

17 See Henri Rondet, S.]., The Grace of Christ: A Brief History of the Theology of Grace,
trans. Tad W. Guzie (Westminster, Md.: Newman Press, 1967), 205.
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c. 53) in relation to the immediate vision of God.'® In any event,
in view of the foregoing considerations, the claim that unaided
reason can neither prove nor disprove the absolute possibility of
the immediate divine vision as participated act seems wholly
consistent with Aquinas’s (theological) arguments concerning the
de facto final end of spiritual creatures."’

Must we infer, then, that unaided reason cannot but conclude
that man is endless by nature, as Bradley believes? I think not.
Earlier I mentioned the objection that the affirmation of the
absolute possibility of perfect natural happiness as a truly final
end could not be reconciled with Aquinas’s teaching that man’s
“natural desire for knowledge cannot come to rest within us until
we know the first cause . . . in its very essence.” The force of this
objection rests on what appears to be a Scotistic rather than 2
Thomistic interpretation of the natural desire to know God.”
From a Scotistic viewpoint man has a natural desire for the
immediate divine vision, and this natural desire is understood
univocally. That is to say, whether the desire issues from graced
nature or pure nature is irrelevant in the present case. From a
Thomistic standpoint, however, natural desire is understood
analogically. Although not completely unrelated, the natural
desire of graced nature and that of pure nature are not of the
same order; they have different formal objects. The former is
directed to God recognized as triune Godhead and as knowable

'8 In this connection see Thomas . Clarke, The Background and Implications of Duns
Scotus’ Theory of Knowing in the Beatific Vision (Ph.D. diss., Brandeis University, 1971).

'? My reading of natural desire on this question can be classified as an example of the kind
of interpretation inspired by Cardinal Cajetan (1469-1534). On Cajetan’s position see
O’Connor, The Eternal Quest, 33-38.

?® Concerning the widely varying interpretations of natural desire, see O’Connor, The
Eternal Quest; idem, The Natural Desire for God (Milwaukee: Marquette University Press,
1948); idem, “The Natural Desire for God in St. Thomas,” New Scholasticism 14 (1940):
213-67; idem, “The Natural Desire for Happiness,” The Modern Schoolman 26 (1949): 91-
112; idem, “Natural Appetite,” The Thomist 16 (1953): 361-409. Here one might note in
passing that Long disowns quasi-Scotistic interpretations of the natural desire to know God
insofar as these deny that this desire is an elicited act of the rational appetite, a volitional act
based on a prior act of intellectual cognition. It seems clear to me that Long is quite correct
on this key point. See my unpublished dissertation, A Thomistic Defense of Perfect Natural
Beatitude (Ph.D. diss., Fordham University, 1998), secs. 3.8-3.9.
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through intrinsically supernatural principles, whereas the latter is
directed to God recognized as first efficient cause and as
knowable through means other than intrinsically supernatural
principles. It would appear, then, that the natural desire for
knowledge in the state of pure nature could come to complete
natural rest within human nature by attaining an exalted
analogical knowledge of the divine nature through the relatively
supernatural instrumentality of divinely infused species. Such
knowledge would fall infinitely short of the immediate vision of
God, but the absence of the latter would not necessarily entail an
objective frustration of natural desire in the state of pure nature.
For in the state of pure nature the desire to know the divine
essence directly would be nothing more than a pure velleity.”!
Thus, one could maintain consistently that in the state of pure
nature the natural desire to know God could come to complete
natural rest in spiritual creatures lacking the immediate divine
vision. As Aquinas observes: “It is . . . necessary for the last end
so to fill man’s appetite, that nothing is left besides it for man to
desire. It cannot be his last end if something more be required for
his perfection.””” But in the state of pure nature man would
require for his commensurate perfection not a supernatural but a
strictly natural final end, namely, an exalted analogical
knowledge of God’s nature by means of divinely infused species.
And to unaided reason the present historical order is
indistinguishable from the order of pure nature.”

' On Aquinas’s use of the notion of velleity see, for example, $Th I, q. 13, a. 5, ad 1;
Supplement, appendix 1, q. 1, a. 2, ad 2.

28Th I, q. 1, a. 5.

3 The state of fallen nature gua fallen is not strictly demonstrable without reference to
the state of elevated nature qua elevated, and Aquinas considers the latter a divine mystery.
Moreover, as intrinsically supernatural principles completely transcend the commensurate
limits of nature and its intrinsic powers in the state of pure nature, one cannot prove solely
by means of truths accessible to unaided reason that intrinsically supernatural principles are
“natural” to nature in its present (de facto fallen) state. For, as far as unaided reason is capable
of discerning, the present historical order is philosophically indistinguishable from the state
of pure nature. The contrary view would seem to imply, in opposition to Aquinas’s
theological vision, a suppression of “the difference between fallen and restored human
nature” (Romanus Cessario, O.P., The Godly Image: Christ and Salvation in Catholic
Thought from St. Anselm to Aquinas [Petersham, Mass.: St. Bede’s Publications, 1990], 186).
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This interpretation, however, would not completely satisfy
either Long or Maritain. According to the latter,

Nothing is more human than for man to desire naturally things impossible to

his nature. . . . Such desires . . . are natural, but one may also call them
transnatural. It is thus that we desire to see God . . . it is thus that we desire
beatitude.

To say that our intellect naturally desires to see God is to say that it
naturally desires a knowledge of which nature itself is incapable. This desire is
transnatural, it moves toward an end which is beyond the end for which the
nature of man is constituted. According as it reaches thus for an end which
transcends every end proportioned to nature, the desire to see God is an
“inefficacious” desire—a desire which it is not in the power of nature to satisfy,
and it is a “conditional” desire—a desire whose satisfaction is not due to
nature.

Yet, according as it emanates from nature, it is a natural and necessary
desire. It is not a simple velleity, a superadded desire, a desire of

In other words, since the theological mystery of original sin is inaccessible to unaided reason,
unaided reason cannot know in any demonstrative sense that historical nature is actually
fallen and internally wounded. Divine revelation and not human experience alone is needed
to grasp positively the existential difference between elevated nature and nature outside the
state of grace. A purely philosophical analysis of human nature cannot prove anything about
nature’s original state other than what unaided reason could establish on the basis of nature
qua nature, nature within its own proportionate order of being and operation.

Here one might object that a world that includes Christ and his Church is radically
different from a world that does not include Christ and his Church. But the state of pure
nature, unlike the present historical order, would not have included Christ and his Church.
Consequently, unaided reason can distinguish between the present historical order and the
state of pure nature. This argument is plausible but inconclusive, since the truth of the second
premise exceeds the grasp of unaided reason. It is (obviously) the case that this created order
includes Christ and his Church, but it also includes numerous other religions and religious
icons. Moreover, contrary to the doctrine of religious indifferentism, Aquinas would deny
the claim that each and every religion is supernatural in origin or sufficient from a
soteriological standpoint. This diversity of religious worldviews is hardly surprising if, as
Aquinas maintains (§Th II-11, q. 81, a. 5), religion is a natural virtue and if unaided reason is
prone to error in matters of religion. Without the infused light of faith, the natural light of
reason is not equipped to distinguish infallibly between natural religion and revealed religion
qua revealed. The argument presupposes the truth of the proposition that Christ and his
Church are of supernatural origin. The proposition is accessible to unaided reason, of course,
but its inherent truth is not; the proposition is credible, but its truth is not positively
demonstrable without the aid of divine faith. Cf. Cessario, Christian Faith and the
Theological Life, 59-60.

































































































































































































































































































































