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In Defence of Saint Thomas

A REPLY TO FATHER ESCHMANN'S ATTACK ON THE
PRIMACY OF THE COMMON GOOD.

. oﬁ:oml:m el
rupudhm::: debet duci homo
amore vel odio introducentis
gﬁ:mm sl magis ex certitm-
veritatis.—eaT. THOMAS!,

1. ON ECONVENIENT ANONYMITY®

Professor Yves Simon® seems to agree with the doctrine contained in

my brief essay on the primacy of the common good®:
.De Koninck has outlined, with unusual profundity and accuracy, the main
upactanfatbmyofthnmmungwd. Itmuldbuunlmtnhhmﬂmnhnhnﬂ

treatment for what we do not find in1t. We do find in it a most valuable contribution
to the definition of the common good and to the vindication of its primacy 4,

The doctrine I outlined

calls for many specifieations and further developments, but it constitutes a very
sound foundsation for any further development of the theory of the common good 5,
Insofar as De Koninek's essay vindicates the pri of the common good and
carries out the eriticism of definite positions, it i.um praisaworthy®,

The positions and their necessary consequences which I consider
representative of personalism and which I attack, he rightly qualifies as
evicious stupiditiess” and emonstrositiess®. When it comes to deter-
mining who are the personalists, Professor Simon has some understan-
ding words to say:

tnthapnhmmlndnoftheuur,n&mﬂmntmthﬂthawnhum
mulmhd s great difficulty. De Koninck parmuhmdluhthn
is &

primacy
of the common againat the personalists. It ob, for the obvious reason
hthmﬁﬁ‘ﬂmmlwmﬂw doctrines and ntughﬂul.

1. In XIT Metaphyricorum, loet.9, (od. Cathals) n.2566.
2. Onthe Common (ood, in The Reriew of Polilics, vol.VI, Oct. 1044, 0.4, pp.530-

3. De la primawté du bign commun condre les thﬂ.!
CarpiNar VILLENETVE. da 1'U Lawval, Qu.lihu
Moniréal 1043, Ilhllluuthlln.ithhﬂﬂ'lnm,rﬂmhlhkm
number following indieates the page.

4. Yves Bamon, On the Common Good, p.530.

5. Ibid., p.531.
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While admitting there is some difficulty in identifying the personalists,
Professor Simon is yet dissatisfied that my book should have named only
those whose position was well-defined. And here is the reason for his dissa-
tisfaction:
U e et pomiy e d e
expression «the personalists» stands for Jacques itain?,
Now it is glaringly obvious to Professor S8imon that the ideas I describe
as personalist are, with few exceptions and perhaps without any exception,
just as odious to M. Maritain as they are to myself; that what I maintain
concerning the primacy of the common good is just as dear to the latter
a8 it is to myseli. Hence, he does not hesitate to declare that, insofar
as the reader might be left to believe that Jacques Maritain would disagree
with any of the lundamental positions involved,
The net effect of the essay, insofar as Maritain is concerned, resembles that which
eould have been brought about—perhaps not so suecessfully—by plain ealumny 2.
Yves Simon is indeed a friend. He does not mince words. As one of
M. Maritain's most esteemed and faithful disciples, he is sure the doctrines
I condemn are not those of M. Maritain; and accordingly he gives me plainly
to understand, that if I intended my readers to believe otherwise, I would be
committing & simple calumny.

A second critic of my little work takes an astonishingly different view.
For Father I. Th. Eschmann? it is just as obvious that the most fundamental
position of the personalism I attack is beyond a doubt that of M. Maritain.
As for my own positien, it is emanifest errors. He does not
in the least hesitate to say, that from the point of view of the lillera Sancti Thome
this book is a danger to every reader who has neither the time nor the sufficient train-
ing to discover for himself, in & problem of extrems subtlety, the genuine Thomistic
truth.—DM,204.
If that were true, my case would be sad enough. But there is much worse
than that.
If they [ Professor De K_'s doctrine and arguments | were true, then the i
and wi mmmmwmnmmmdbm_m ilo should
elose their shope, go home and do penance, in cinere el cilicio, for having erred
and misled the Christian world throughout almost two thousand years.—DM,189.
Let the reader be reminded of the sixth and seventh loci theologici to realize
the predicament Father Eschmann has placed me in. And if such is indeed
the case, the unshakable assurance and uninhibited violence of his article®
are quite understandable. Indeed one might even understand its sneering
and ireny if I actually used the facile device, and the absurd or dishonest
methods which Father Fschmann lays to my charge:

1. Loc. cit., pp.532-3.

2. Ikid., p.533. .y —

I Jacques Maritain, in The Modern Schoolman, vol. ay
1048 n ke o aca0s. “Tuball honosfarth refer to this article by the initials DM,

4. Unless the reader is soquainted with Father Eschmann's own complete text,
he will hardly sppreciate the directness of this reply.



IN DEFENCE OF BAINT THOMAS 11

bty by Uty e i gk o (ke nry 2 ihont b o o g
i o texts out ir literary | con just quo
m}‘ in a particular instance, seems to be suitable? Will libaplhhd:'lnﬁ
8t has explicitly stated and solved a given problem; a Thomist worthy of
that name is obliged to take account of this fact and can not afford to refer to some
other texts which dthuhnmihini}hd:rilhﬂu;mﬂmor.nbut, refer to it

in & distant and mediate fashion T—DA,188-180.

My Opponent is not just making rash statements. The criterion he uses
to defend the manifest truth of the position I attack is, as he frequently
repeats, the litlera Sancti Thoma.

On page 187, my Opponent has inserted a note of a personal character,

which should add to the weight of his denunciation.
iﬂmmmﬁ m,f&;mm pining And dm:rdﬁn.iu the u?u':h of their
respective positions is very painful to me.—n.9.
Since in spite of this protestation he discharges himself of his obligation
with unconcealable gusto, it must be that Father Eschmann—who was for
several years a professor in the Collegio Angelico, Rome, who taught at
Laval University, Quebee, who is engaged at the Institut d’'Etudes médié-
vales Albert-le-Grand of the University of Montreal, and is now a member
of the staff of the Pontifical Institute of Medi®val Studies, Toronto—is
entirely confident the position I attack is very definitely that of Jacques
Maritain, that this position is true and that my own is a very dangerous
one indeed.

Why did I not name M. Maritain? Father Eschmann has a very

simple explanation. «Thes personalists is
sonvenien ity whi i El and av

bt e S

Compare now Professor Simon's judgment of my essay with that of
Father Eschmann. Presumably both my critice are especially qualified
to judge whether or not my own position concurs with that of Maritain.
Professor 8imon holds that my doctrine is true, that the personalist posi-
tions I attack are vicious stupidities and monstrosities and that the net
effect of letting the reader believe my essay is aimed at Maritain resembles
that which could have been brought about by plain calumny. Father
Eschmann feels sobliged totally and categorically to reject De K.’s thesis»
(DM, 187, n.9) which, at one point, he claims is opposed to all the Christian
Fathers, theologians and philosophers; he emphatically maintains that the
doctrine I attack and he defends is that of Maritain; that «the personalists»
is but a cowardly device awhich permits every attack, and leaves every
avenue of retreat wide openp.

How is it then, that of these two critics, both especially qualified and
presumably well acquainted with the writings of Jacques Maritain, the
one can feel utterly confident that the latter is, while the other can feel
quite as confident he definitely is not the true adversary at whom was
directed La primawté du bien commun conire les personnalistes? Whois
to blame for these contradictory judgments?
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Has it occurred to anyone that I may have foreseen this very situation
including the criticisms that would be heaped upon me? Or has it occurred
to any one that if

The problem of Person and Society in the philoso of Bt. Thomas, for many

years past a favorite topic among European ’.['Immiuh,Fhr mnm become an acute

on the continent of North America, o mensure, to the

ﬁ:ﬂlﬂl‘-ﬂnb‘fuﬁﬂnﬂnﬂlﬂﬁl?ml anhdmuph!nthvﬂUmmtr.Qm

fessor Charles De Koninek, of & mhﬂﬂdﬂchmﬂduhmmm
les persomnalistes. Le principe de l'ordre nouveau.—DM,183;

and if Jacques Maritain is so very obviously implicated in this debate,
that Jacques Maritain is still among the living and may be presumed able
to speak for himself ?

But let us suppose that Jacques Maritain has spoken clearly and consis-
tently on this subject (a supposition hardly reconcilable with the contra-
dictory judgments of Father Eschmann and of Professor Simon), that he
has treated it in philosophical fashion and that he really is the main target
of my essay against the personalists. Could I have no justifiable reason
for that failure to name my adversary which Father Eschmann calls «anony-
mity» ? My Opponent cannot imagine any but this: «Thes personalists is
«an all too convenient anonymity which permits every attack, and leaves
every avenue of retreat wide open» and this notwithstanding that in the
same moment he finds the personalism I attack so very plainly and ines-
capably that srepresented most prominently by Jacques Maritains as to
deprive my guilty anonymity of any sensible motive whatever.—DM ,184.

The resder is acquainted with certain polemical Opuseula, such as
the De Elernitate mundi confra murmuranfes, or the De Unitale intellecius
gonfra averroistas parisienses. Of these works we may surely say that

they too

mmthnthﬂro hamlﬁ?ﬁhnhmmﬂnnu{thummmﬁ
are written embrace the circumstances time, place,
oceasion with which their mmhmummundnd—rﬂ” 154,

Yet who are these anonymous Murmuranies who lay elaim to such subtlety
in perceiving contradictions, «as if they alone were men and wisdom born
with them»'? Did 8t. Thomas resort to ethe» Parisian Averroists as to
a convenient anonymity which permits every attack, and leaves every
avenue of retreat wide open? Who speaks «¢in angulis and before young

1. «Et hoo atiam patet diligenter consideranti dictum eorum qul posuerunt mun-
dum semper foisse: guis nihilominus ponunt eum & Deo fectum, nihil de hee repu-
gonantia intellsstuum sentientes. Ergo illi qui tam subtiliter eam percipiunt, soli sunt
homines, et cum eis oritor sapientiss.—De Llernifale mundi confra murmuronies,
Opuscula Omnia, ed. Mandonnet, t.I, p.28.
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people who cannot judge of such difficult matters» '? That he intended
to attack Siger of Brabant is susceptible of strict proof.

Indeed the circumstances of writing and publication are contingent.
More than that, they are the very own circumstances of the writer himself,
the contingentia, variabilia, inenarrabilia of human actions. That is why
they should be left to the inalienable prudential judgment of the individual
person. Has it occurred to my Opponent that there are circumstances,
even of my public action, which he does not know and which are most cer-
tainly none of his concern? Can he conceive of no circumstances in which
he might be right in attacking an anonymous adversary, or in which he
might even do so anonymously? If, in some given instance, Father
Eschmann might say what ke thinks I should have done, he cannot tyran-
nically impose his judgment of what I should do, as the ultimate norm of
my own. But it has pleased him to grant me only one motive. Qualis
unusquisque est, lalis ei finds videlur,

We have all heard the story of the thief who in order to distract the
attention of the people about him, cried Thief! Thief! Everyone looked
the other way, and so forth. But there is also the saying that ‘you can’t
fool all the people all the time’. It will soon be clear that the Thief ! Thief !
device, quite unconsciously, I believe, is the keynote to my Opponent’s whole
article I'n Defense of Marilain.

Who would suspect Father Eschmann of himself exemplifying that
very subterfuge of sconvenient anonymity» which he lays to my charge,
and in the very section of his article in which he brands anonymity as
permitting every attack and leaving every avenue of retreat wide open?
Is it poesible that the person he names is at the same time made the target
for an adversary unnamed ? That he also has in mind & person other than
myself is indeed susceptible of the type of strict proof my Opponent avails
himself of in such matters. Who, in connection with personalism, warns us
against «a revival of the polycephalus monster of Pelagianism» —DM,185.
Whom will the reader of my booklet, the Preface not excluded, have in
mind when my Opponent refers to «a work which pretends to exhibit the
pure wisdom of 8t. Thomas Aquinas» 7—DM,188. (And in this connection,
why did Father Eschmann add to the original «pure wisdom» his own
words: «of Bt. Thomas Aquinas»?) Is his reader, unacquainted with
my text, meant to believe that I claim to sexhibit the pure wisdom of
St. Thomas Aquinass? If it is not deliberately planned, why does he
condone with the ignominious ambiguity of jestingly referring to «a work
which pretends to exhibit the pure wisdom of 8t. Thomas Aquinas»?
And yet while indulging in practices as offensive as this, he ventures to
appeal to the charity of the reader:
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Let us be charitable and forget that such a statement («Les parties prin COns-
tituant matériellament 'univers. . .») has ever been made in a work whurplratendu
to exhibit the pure wisdom of 8t. Thomas Aquinas.—DM,189.

And at this very point my Opponent's kindly sentiments overflow into that
footnote 12 of page 189, that unmistakable insinuation aimed at an ano-
nymous target, again at the expense of his «dear friends’. But enough
of this sort of thing,

I1. BT. THOMAS ON PART AND 'W'Hﬂl[.l,

It is of no concern to us why Father Eschmann completely overlooks
what I had to say on the nature of the common good. However, this omis-
sion does allow him to convey to the reader unacquainted with my text,
the impression that I share my Opponent’s own conception of the good and
of the common good. What ke means by a common good is already clear
from the way he guotes against me a passage (rom the Encyclical Divind
Redemploria (Father Eschmann does not mention that I faced an objection
construed from that very text, BC 67-T0) and another from the Encyelical
Mystici Corporie Christi. The notion of common good which he has in
mind throughout his attack is very distinetly the one I had emphatically
and repeatedly denounced as totalitarian. To argue from his own notion
maost certainly leads to a econtradictory and unintelligible positions.—DM,
184-5. Dut we shall return to section I of Father Eschmann's article in
due course. Let us start from where he expressly claims to begin his
eeritiquer. —DM, 187, n.9.

pamnllremburduutad to the intrinsic common good of the universe, i.e, its order
And they are thus subordinated becausa mmtﬂilpnrhmtu‘inﬂr eomposing
and materially constitu that order and common good. For, is not the ultimate
reason why God has thnin'ﬁul]mhull:m'%ﬂr mothuthmmmﬂr
the order and common good of the universe T—D 3];

1. Beetion [ of Father Eschmann's artjele bears the title: «0n censures, insinus-
tions, and eitationss. See below, p.101 n.d.

2. The reader is warned that he may find this paper difficult to follow bocsuse
of ita t lack of to write a true rebuttal of my Opponent's
attack [ have felt h!mhmwdg sccordanee with
o ﬁ"d':muhm, sure, 1 from
OWTL WO, oW to may give a quotation an
Mwhﬁltmhﬂhmhﬂrnﬂ m;ﬁntun&wdiwu-im; and

are also certain towards the i my t's work (his
hlnd]m:olthuwm'dl gﬂmym his remark on cbarpque-Scholastic
controversys) which eould be dealt with only at the closs of my for reasons
reader will disoern b thuttmhu‘ the last chapters. But my general
ure results inevita in over and repetition, aod in abrupt transitions
mminlubmtmthmn mthﬁdnmmmmﬁﬂhm%mﬂ@-
tion. pearcely necessary to that anyone serio terested in uestion
should firat read Father Eschmann's work and indead keep & copy of it at as ha

studies tlmnrly
of my ﬁppmmuduﬂmhm St. Thomas are given in Latin only,
lhtvunuttdtnbhgtdul translations of my own.

)

‘i
it
:
2

B
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Then Father Eschmann quotes the passage in question:
8i l'on concdde singulidres ordonnées au
en hntqm ndﬂ :urmgu“hm mu.n,.g:tmwnmim pﬂh?mﬂ-:
dmmm méme, hmmmmntwu}i‘mqmmlebmdu Imlﬂrehdnl*
mtmmunmtrmﬂqw_mmmﬂhurqm personnes singulidres g pomsti-
The complete omission of what I had to say on the very nature of the
common good already insured Father Eschmann a great deal of freedom.
The passage quoted above would be «revolting» indeed if we were to inter-
pret it in the light of the notion of common good he would have the reader
believe to me mine, just as revolting as would be statements such as:
Quazlibet aulem persona singularis comparatur ad folam communilalem,
sicul pars ad totum'; or:. . . Ipse lotus homo ordinatur, ul ad finem, ad lolam
communilalem cujus est pars®, If such statements were to be read in the
light of the totalitarian notion of common good Father Eschmann would
force upon me, how could we possibly attribute them to 8t. Thomas?
But my Opponent was not satisfied with the freedom he derived from mere
omission. He saw fit to paraphrase my text before quoting it. The
critical reader must have observed that «les personnes singulitres qui le
constituent matériellements was introduced by my Opponent's: «they are
material parts materially composing and materially constituting that
order...» Why does he add the word ematerials ? Is there no difference
between «parts materially composing® and «material parts materially
composing® 7 Lest there remain any doubt in the mind of the reader,
let us see how he uses this difference.

Now that, thanks to his paraphrase, the persons have become malerial
parts materially constituting the order of the universe, Father Eschmann
proceeds to arrest the ambiguity of the word he himself has added, by
substituting for my torder of the universes the term #cosmos». Obviously,
no one could possibly object to this substitution, since everyone should
know that cosmos means worder of the universes! But, at the same time,
we also know that cosmos now definitely means the order of corporeal
beings—the subject of what is called cosmology. Hence, how could
anyone have the effrontery to object to Father Eschmann's inferring,
from his own distorted paraphrase of my text, a position so coarse and un-
mistakably heretical that any Catholie will be shocked ?

6 the siess it e mﬁm pem;:ldimmmd e e ol the Choiotias
Fathers and theologians and philosophers | will have just as much responsibility,
just as much choice, as the pistons in a steam engine.—DM 180,

No wonder «Even Professor De K. somehow seems to [eel that his is a
‘revolting’ statement (ef. p.30)».—DM,187%,

I must again call attention to Father Eschmann's opening paragraph
of section II, which we have already quoted: (¢On page 27 Professor De

1. Ila Iz, q.64, 8.2, 6.
2. Ibid., q.65, a1, .
&hdﬂdmpﬂdmmlﬂd t«Bien sfir qu'on se révollera sontre cette
If Father Eschmann believes tha j
mm-ﬂ:i-m-m be rendered by srevoltings, he has been ill advised.

§:
2
:
3
:
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Koninck states...». In the first part of this paragraph he allows that
I distinguish between the sultimate separate and extrinsic good of the uni-
verse which is God» and the sintrinsic common good of the universe, i.e.
its orders. From this it should be clear, even to the reader unacquainted
with my full text that, in my view, absolutely speaking, the former alone
can be the ultimate reason why God has created the intellectual beings or
persons. Nevertheless, in the last sentence of his paragraph, when my
Opponent ironically states: «For, is not the ultimate reason why God has
created the intellectual beings or persons none other than exactly the order
and common good of the universe ?» he gives the reader to understand that,
in my view, the eultimate reason intrinsic to the universes must stand for
the aultimate reasony taken absolutely.

Having bridged the gulf between persons and ethe pistons in a steam

engine» by means of the «material parts of the cosmos», Father Eschmann
immediately adds:
Let it be said, at once, tlutweumplilrduum to discuss this, Professor De
K.'s own, private doctrine and thesis which is most patently erronecus. Let us be
charitable and forget that such a statement («Les parties’ p:mmpﬁlea constituant
matériellement 'univers. . .3) has ever been made in & work which pretends to
exhibit the pure wisdom of St. Thomas Aquinas.—DM 189,

Father Eschmann makes much of the phrase eprincipal parts materially
constituting the universes., Indeed he will use it to deal a blow from which
its author is never to recover. Let us see how he will go about this.

Would it not be desirable that an author who uses traditional philosophical
notions knew exactly what they mean? In a recent work, Smui..i"aupf Phw
de Jésus ﬂl‘lunl‘m&l, 1944), Magr. G. Breynat, a venerable Bishop, in
seriousness and thnprntﬂlnhluﬂmpﬂﬂmﬁbﬁuu,d endstbeinllnw-
ing definition of Jchph ternity: It is sune causalité effective, négative, par
:.hahntmm of the child m pp. 84, lﬂ'ﬂ‘j Professor De K.'s notion of & principal
part materially constituting the universe is of the same caliber.—DM, 189, n.12,

In other words, to maintain that the principal or formal parts of a
whole may be viewed in the line of material causality, as materially cons-
titutive of that whole, is & grave misdemeanour deserving only ridicule.
However, does not a part as part, whether principal or secondary, material
or formal, corporeal or spiritual, belong to the genus of material cause?
Is not any and every part «id ex quo»? Let us turn to St. Thomas'
Comm. in II Physicorum, lect.5, (ed. Leon.) n.9. Aristotle's chapter 3
raises a doubt
dehoe diei sunt eanss materiales totius, cum supra partes definitionis
Hﬁ%mm Et potest dici quod supra locutus est de partibus
gmﬁmﬂmthdﬁnihmhﬂu*hmtmhqﬁurdumm,

8t. Thomas leaves no doubt as to the universality of this principle:

Manifestum est autem ex iis que dicta sunt in secundo (Physic.), quod totum
habet rationem forme, parles oulem rolionem maleriz!.

1. Im 111 Physic., loet.12, n.2.
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Now, whatever belongs to the very nature of a thing is inseparable from it.
Will it be granted that a principal or formal part is still a part? If it does
not have the ratio materiz, why call it a part?

In that same footnote 12, page 189, Father Eschmann quotes with
approval the fa]luwin.g text taken from my essay, page 35:

Les créatures raisonnables peuvent atteindre elles-mémes de manibre explicite
hhmmqudmuhuhmmtmdm Hludﬁhmtplrllduuhtumm

tdapmumﬂ.nm it utiles seulement et qui
Mjr Opponent then execlaims:

Very welll  But how does this statement stand to the other one: «...les parties
principales constituant matérielloment |'univers...s?

Is it so utterly preposterous to comsider the intellectual creatures as
principal parts yet materially constituting the universe? Here is the
littera Sancti Thoma',

Considerandum est quod ex omnibus creaturis eonstituitur totum universum

sicut totum ex partibus. 8i sutem alicujus totins et partium ejus velimus finem
aesignare, inveniemus

primo quidem, quod singule partes (A) 8ic igitur et in partibus universi,

sunt propter suos actus; sicut unaquaque ereatura est propter
ad videndum. suum proprium sctum et perfec-
tionem.
Becundo vero, pars ignobilior (B) Becundo autem, ereaturm i 'ln-
mpﬁmm ;u::u!:m lwru: sunt propter nnt -
pro intellectum, pulmo sicut creaturs qus sun ra
propter cor. hominem, sunt propter hominem.
Tertio vero, omnes partes sunt (C) TUlterius autem, singule creaturs
puf'mhonunhtumdmt sunt propter perfectionem totius
utmhm. formam: paries Rl versi.
enim suni materia totvus.

Ul'b;ﬁs autem, totus homo est (D) Ulteriue sutem, totum universum,
pro aliquem finem extrinsecum, cum singulis partibus, ordi-
puta ut fruatur Deo. paturinl![un':!mtinﬂm.

(E) qmﬁﬂmﬂw#rmdumh

Et sic patet quod divina bonitas est finis omnium eorporalium,

The esingule creaturs (que) sunt propter perfectionem totius umi-
versi»(C) comprise the screatur® nobilioresy as well as the «creaturs
ignobiliores»(B), and all of them are tquasi materia totius»(C). In this

1. fa, q.B5, 8.2 e

ﬂl.ﬂundntotum mdmitulﬁmulﬂnk.ldwdi-m-dhn
ulteriorem, ultimus finis pu-tlgq non est ipsum totom, sed alind. Universitas
autem creaturarum, sd quam somparatur homo ut pars ad non est ultimus
i finem. Unde bonuom universi non est
ﬂhmﬂlﬂnuhﬂﬂﬂﬂ.ldipﬂ])ﬂ:h—hf.’l,q.n.n&td!.

£
i
E
§’
i
]
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perspective(C), the «creaturs nobiliores» are not the aperfectio totiuse
which is as the form. For, the aforma. .. universi consistit in distinctione
et ordine partium ejus»’; the good of this order is «formale respectu
singularium sieut perfectio totius respectu partiums®, It is in the prev-
ious perspective (B)—screaturs ignobiliores sunt propter nobiliores»—that
the intellectual creatures may be compared to the form. But with respect
to the whole universe, the screaturs nobiliores» are still «quasi materia
totiuss: ades parties principales constituant matériellement Iunivers»,
for, to the order of the universe, equalibe! creatura ordinatur, sicut pars ad
formam totiuss®. And now my Opponent might well ask how the latier
statement of Ja, q 65, 2.2, ¢.: squamvis creatur® rationales speciali quodam
modo supra hoe habeant finem Deum, quem attingere possunt sua opers-
tione, cognoscendo et amandow, stands to the four preceding divisions.

While the head of the body is the principal part of the body, it is still

a member, & part, of the body, and in this respect, it is «materially consti-
tutives. Obviously this involves an imperfection. But is it an imperfection
incompatible with the apartes nobiliores» of the universe? Is not Christ,
Who is the Head of the Church, 8 member and a part according to His
humanity ? It is according to His divinity that he cannot be a part of the
universe. And why not? Because, in this respect, He is the common
good of the whole universe.
Estis membrs dependentia de Christo membro, quod quidem dicitur membrum
secundum fhumanilatem, secundum quam precipue dicitur Ecclesie caput. Nam
gecundum divinitatem non habet rationem membri aut partis, cum COMILNS
bomum lofiug universl,

Was it Father Eschmann who asked: « Would it not be desirable that
an author who uses traditional philosophical notions knew exactly what
they mean?» Would this be another instance of my Opponent’s Thief !
Thief! method ?

111. A THOMISTIC PROOF OF A TREVOLTING® STATEMENT

Let us now examine Father Eschmann's exposure of my «Thomistic
proofs for a statement which, he says, even its author seems to find srevolt-
ings.—DM,187. My Opponent is wholly unaware that what I had said
already on the nature of the good and of the common good is essential

1. Contra Fentes, 11, 0.39.

2. Ibid., 0.45.

3. ... aAliter disendum est de productions unins particularis ereaturs, et aliter
de exitu totius universi & Deo. Cum enim loquimur de prodostions alieujus singularis
creaturm, potest assignari ratio quare talis sit, ex aliqua alia vel saltem ax
ordine universi, ad quem gquelibet creaturs ordinatur, sicut pars ad formam totis.
Cum sutem de toto universo loquimur educendo in esse, non possumus ulterius aliquod
ereatum invenire ex quo possit sumi ratio quare st tale vel tale; unde, sum nee etinm
ex parte divinm potentim qus est infinita, nee divinm bonitatis, qum rebus non indiget,
ratio determinat® dispositionis universi sumi possit, oportet quod ejus ratio sumatur
ex simpliei voluntate producentis ut i queratur, quare quantitas cmli sit tanta et
non major, non potest hujus ratio reddi nisi ex voluntate producentisy.—Q.D. de
Potentia, q.3, a.17, e,

4. I'm I ad Corinthios, .12, lect.3.
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to the problem at issue. The good, as I take it throughout my essay,
is not the perfection of being that is formally identical with being, but the
perfection of being as having the nature of an end.—BC,7. For,

In quantum . .. unom ens est secundum esse suum perfectivum alterius et con-
servativum, habet rationem finis respectu illius quod abeo itur; ot inde sst quod
omnes recte definientes bonum porunt in rafione efus aliquid quod pertineat ad habitu-
dinem finis; unde Philosophus dicit in I Ethic. (in princip.), quod bonum oplime
definiund dicentes, quod bomum est quod omnis appelunt!,

My Adversary might have been warned, too, by the adage: sthe good is
diffusive of itselfs.—BC,7. And the good is diffusive of itsell inquantum
hujusmodi, secundum sui ipsius rationem. May we recall what this diffusion
stands for in connection with the good taken formally ?

oo

importat operationem cause efficientis, sed secund uod importat habitu-
i caus®e finalis; et talis diffusio mnt:'t i e nitod ita.
Dicit autem bonum di mmﬂhﬂhnmnu:ldmﬁs:hmquh efficiens,
in quantum hujusmodi, non est rei mensura et ectio i
effectus participat causam efficientem um sassimilstionem forms  tantum;
;iﬁi'immmuihummm&mmmmmm.ﬂiu hoe consistebat ratio

And now we raise the question: Is it in the very being of the individual
persons taken separately that we find most perfectly realized the good
which God produces, that is, the good that is in the universe itself? oris it
rather the total order of the universe which most perfectly represents
and is closer to, the ultimate separated and extrinsic good which is God ?
It should be recalled that where this question is proposed in my book
it is in face of the contention that the greatest perfection within the universe
consists first and abeolutely in the individual persons taken separately,
whereas the perfection of the total order of the universe would be secondary.
Immediately after the ¢revolting» statement, I said:
OUn voudrait plutdt que l'ordre de l'univers ne fiit qu'une superstructure de
manubmphmhmnmmmmm' , IAis mmnqu touts radicalemen tindi-wh

ts; et ce ne serait qu'en second ces touts seraient des parties. En effet,

ﬂm]:tuu:mmun:tuuud]lm mdunﬁhmin:inm:ﬁmu

u sont voulues Eﬂ'ﬂ“’ﬂﬂh uﬂu-m&mu,nunlnuhmm quan ﬂpﬂ,
g]n'uﬁu.’qmtij'ibdﬂidtﬂ llm...hhﬂmmmtduﬁl
par la divin .m'iln“' I:ﬂ;_mhnmtunm S:nl:url t jﬂi I'espéce,
mAS ausst en tant 80N actes personnelss, personnes
iudiﬁudlumttltdulu-m&nuduﬁlmmﬂud'lbnrd e #0i et en sof supérieurs
mhti-a:ngté??utmﬂdmtdqu'dhmmﬁmmtwmh conséquence et de complé-
ment.—BC,27,

:
:
g
§

8o the problem is not whether the universe is some kind of super-
individual to whom God wills the enjoyment of all the things that He makes
and governs, but whether the good that is the universe is the most perfect
final cause that God has made. Now, if such is the case, it follows, in this

1. Q. D. de Veritate, q.21, &.1, 0.
2. Iud., q.21, a1, ad 4.
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perspective, that any particular good, any part of the universe, whether
it is & person or not, will be ordered to this good of the universe, insofar as
esingul® creaturm sunt propter perfectionem totius universis.

Nor can we broach my Opponent's confusions without recalling, at this
juncture, what I had earlier said about the common good. Since he has
quoted against me a passage from the Encyclical Mystiei Corporis Christi
(DM,183, 186) with particular emphasis on the words «... utpote persons
sunt®, it must be that, in his mind—and his reader is apparently to be
left with the same understanding— the common good whose primacy
I defend is not attained by the persons, that this common good, indeed,
is as the good of a natural body which so unites the parts that each lacks
its own individual subsistence, so that the different members are destined
solely to their good through the whole. Let me choose another, of several
possible citations, to show that this is indeed the interpretation he makes:

The most essential and the dearest aim of Thomism is to make sure that the per-
sonal contact of all intellectusl crestures with God, as well s their personal subordina-

tion to God, be in no way interrupted. E the whole universe and avery
social institution—must ultimately minister to this purpose; ing must foster
and strengthen and protect the conversation of the soul, with God. Itis

characteristically Greek and pagan to interpose the universe God and intel-
lectusl creatures. Is it necessary to remind Thomists that they should not, in any
way whatever, revive the old pagan blasphemy of & divine cosmos —DM, 192

1 think we have the right to presume that my Opponent has read my
essay with care. How then can his understanding of the doctrine I defend
be reconciled with even the very first pages of my little book ?

Dés lors, le bien commun n'est pas un bien qui ne serait pas le bien des particu-
liers, et qui ne serait que le bien de la collectiva comme uné sorte de sin-
gulier. mus.ﬂmﬁtmmmunguqmidmt t, il serait proprement
gingulier, ou, si I'on veut, il différerait u bien singulier ieuli
gerait aullius. Or, quand nous disti ecommun du a‘h A
nnu-n’mtm@on!puﬁurhqu'iln'mﬁ:hb&ﬂdﬁﬂ'ﬁﬂﬁﬂ::l’ﬂh' t pas le
bien des particuliers, il ne serait pas vraiment commun.

Iebhngtmqmmmdzmdﬁmntmuutqu’dhdﬁmntwwm
Cette perfection est pour chacune d’elles son bien—bonum suum—, ef, én ce Béns,
son bien est un bien propre. Mais alors, le bien propre ne s'oppose pas au bien commun.
En effet, le bien propre auquel tend naturellement un étre, le suum’, peut
qu%ﬁgwmmu.mhﬁmﬁmmmmumuum»
tion.—B0, X

In fact, the good that is proper to one person and distinguished from
that of another person, is alien to the good of the other person. Likewise,
the common good that is proper to one community, is alien to the common
good that is proper to another community.

...Bonum commune est finis singularum personarum in communitate existen-
tium; sicut bonum totius, finis est cujuslibet partium. Bonwm oulem unius persons
singularis non esl finds allerius!l,

That is why I insisted:

C'est ignorer spéeulativement le bien comm de le
bien étranger, comme un ‘bonum alienum’ appﬂan'hunum puum’: on limite,
alors, le ‘bonum suum' su bien singulier de la personne singulitre. Dans cette po-

1. ITa If=, q.58, 8.9, ad 3.

en ce qu'il

%
%
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sition, la subordination du bien privé au bien commun voudrait dire subordination
du bien le plus parfait de la personne, & un bien étranger; le tout et la partie seraient
érangers 'un & I'autre: Je tout de la partie ne serait pas ‘son tout’.—BC,30-31.

Since my Opponent opposes to my position the «... utpote personse
sunt» of the above-mentioned Encyclical, why does he ignore the following

Nous répondons que ls communauté de ce bien ne doit pas s'entendre d'une
communauté de prédication, mais d'une communsuté de causalitd. Le bien commun
n'est pas commun commé ‘animal’ par rapport & ‘homme’ et ‘brute’, mais comme
hm@vuﬂhﬁﬂhﬂ,ﬁqﬁ@muﬁﬁlﬂtrmudwuq@f:
om étend non pas grice & une confusion, mais
umdend%ﬁmhh&vﬂ%yhﬂphmtlmqu'ﬂrl&m
élevé dans les inférieurs: sune cause plus élevée a un effet propre plus élevés. Il
#'MlmmdwmhnthHnmmmEmmulm il

essentielle communiea i plusieurs. Loin de I ou d'en fuire abstraction,
l'indépendance présuppose cette communicabilité—BC,621.

Comme les précédentes, cette objection su ise V'interprétation que les
collectivistes font de notre coneeption de la soci Or, la société n'est pas une entith

le de ses membres: elle est constituée de personnes qui sont & 'image de Dieu.
Et c'est cette société, non pas une entité quasi abstraite, mais constituée de personnes
qui est de l'intention principale de Dieu.—BC,64.
La cité n'est pas, ou ne peut pas btre, un ‘pour soi’ et refermé sur. soi, opposé
mmmaundn@:iiuld’luhulh;uﬁﬂi:mhim iui't.i.:h'aidmﬁqumth&dn
ses membres. Si le bien commun était le bien de la cité en tant que celle-ci est, sous
un rapport secidentel, une sorte d'individu, il serait du coup bien particulier et pro-
prement étranger aux membres de la société. 1l faudrait méme accorder & l'organi-
sation ainsi ravie A ses membres, intelligence et volonté. La cité serait alors comme
un tyran anonyme qui s'assujettit I'homme. L'homme serait pour la cité. Ce bien
ne serait ni commun ni bien de natures raisonnables. L'homme serait soumis & un
hien étranger.—BC,68-60.
_Ehmhhw{ﬂi?mhmﬁmﬁiﬁmdnlﬂut Bﬂmﬂl;:
rigimes totalitaires, ien commun &'est singularisé, Ly en singulier
puissant & des singuliers purement et simplement assujettis. ﬂﬂmun & perdu
sa note distinetive, il devient bien étranger. Il a été subordonné & ce monstre d'in-
vention moderne qu'on nﬂnlh I'Etat, non pas I'état pris comme synonyme de sociéié
civile ou de cité, mais | htmﬂdpﬁam:iﬂ%mmmmdapummu
physique.—BC,T5.

I am not aware that Father Eschmann has anywhere said that my
notion of the common good is false, although he violently attacks its
application to God as the object of created beatitude. But I think that,
from the above quotations, it is unmistakably clear that his notion of the
common good as such is not mine; that he hopelessly distorts my notion;
that the doctrine he attributes to me is, in fact, his own distortion and that
the texts just quoted from my essay are definitely opposed to his own notion
of the common good. These citations make it plain, in short, that I must
energetically reject all possibility of a subordination of the person to Father
Eschmann’s common good, or to anything like the common good as he
understands it. Hence, when he says that

1. Father Esshmann quotes this passage (DM,108) but ignores its implication.
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is 8 profound Thomistie doctrine of the relative superiority, within
dgﬁmh.- , of .I.ln'r respective common goods over the particular goods contained
in those orders (DM,184),

we may be certain that, even within definite orders, my Opponent’s totali-
tarian common good could mot possibly be accepted, by any Thomist, as
guperior in any sense over the particular good of persons,

No Thomist could accept Father Eschmann's unfortunate notion of
part and whole. That it is not even applicable to the moral whole and part
is obvious not only from what we have already quoted, but from what he
calls the anfecedens of the proof of personalism.

It seems to me—salvo meliore {udicio—that the bare essence of this doctrine
might be summed up in the following enthymema: Bt. Thomas says: Ad rafionem
quod il lolum completum; or again: Ralio partiz contrariolur persons.
ﬁem:e. Jaeques Maritain concludes, the person, qua person, is not a part of society:
mdll’upﬁmmwthlwﬂ.ww ibeing parts will not be based upon the metaphysical
formality and precision of «heing persons.
The antecedens pertains to the littera Sanchi Thome.—DM, 205,

Since Father Eschmann has asserted that I aread 5t. Thomas with
seissors and paste, by cutting texts out of their literary and historical
context and just quoting what, in a particular instance, seems to be suitables
(DM ,189), the reader will hardly be inclined to suspect him of doing
just that with every single quotation from 8t. Thomas he brandishes against
me,  Let us examine the two phrases here brought to our attention. He
refers the reader to «3 Send, d.5, III, 2». The article in question
considers: Utrum anima separata st persona. The immediate context
of the first line quoted by my Opponent is:

Ad tertium dicendum quod anima rationalis dicitur Aoe aliquid per modum quo
esse subsistens est hoo aliquid, etiam si habeat naturam partis; sed ad rationem
persone exigitur ulterius quod sit totum completum,

The context of the four words which form his second quotation is:

Sed hwee opinio (Platonis) non potest stare; quia sic corpus anims acciden-
taliter adveniret. Unde hoe nomen home de cujus intellsctu est anima et corpus, non
mlﬁmtunmpern sed per accidens; et ita non esset in genere substantiz.

Alia opinio est Aristotelis, % omnes moderni sequuntur, qued anima

unuurmmfwmmm nde anima est pars humane nature, et non
natura quedam per se.  Et quia ratio plrtu contrarintur rationi personse, ut dictum

est, ideo anima separata non pﬂtﬂt i persona; quis quamvis separata non sit pars
actu, tamen habet naturam ut sit pars.

No person eould be part of a substantial eunum per ses. But the
human soul is but a part of man. Therefore the soul alone is not the person.
Now why should Father Eschmann confront me with these texts, in which
the term ‘part’ is used exclusively of the soul as part of the human person,
unless for him ‘to be & part’ means to be a part of such & whole as is implied
in these phrases, namely, an tunum per ses? If we are to understand
that his notion of part has & wider range than this, of what worth is his
wenthymemanr 7
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The whole of any society or of the universe is but an accidental unity.—
BC,56. When St. Thomas calls the intellectual creature a part of society X
a part of the universe, or a part when compared with the divine good?,
he is obviously not using the term ‘part’ in the sense in which it is understood
in the article referred to by Father Eschmann, i.e. as part of an «unum per
ses, Yet my Opponent allows the person to be a part in this latter, strictly
totalitarian sense which contradicts the very nature of any person no matter
how imperfect and limited. The reader will recall his argument:

Ratio partis contrariatur personz. Hence, Jacques Maritain concludes, the person,

us person, is not of society: and if & n is such & this bei
%ﬂ%ﬁhﬂdu;mp‘:umhphﬁdhmﬁ;m p.m?r:f' -mw
Since the argument calls for a consistent meaning of the term ‘part’, and
since the 'pnﬂ’uithemmdemmuns'partu{munmpaw.‘mbea
part of society’ must mean ‘to be a part of an unum per s/. When my
Opponent attempts to show just how obvious is his conclusion, he merely
makes more clear his own error:

Maritain’s conclusion is evident. Its necessity and intelligibility are exactly the
same as the necessity lndmldlnﬁ"glgufthnhlhrm; inferences: Act as such means

ure and limitless perfection. , if there is a limited or participated act, this
E;:lhun_ will not pertain wthnm,oljuuwt,h.thulqlmadmﬂlpu_ . Or again:
The intellect as such is not capable of error. Hence, if there is an inte being
which errs, this will not happen to it, insofar as it is an intellect but insofar as it is
something else.—DM, 205,

A person, then, may be rendered capable of being ‘such a part of society’
by reason of some limitation. This is to say that a person, by some limita-
tion, can be that which is contrary to the very nature of person; that is,
a person, while person, can also be non-person. Does my Opponent realize
that what is contrary to the very nature of a thing can in no case belong
to it? It is for that very reason we hold no person, however imperfect,
can possibly be a part in the sense in which St. Thomas uses the term in the
passage cited by Father Eschmann.

But let us suppose for a moment that my Opponent is taking the notion
of part in all its amplitude—which he decidedly could not do without
destroying his own argument or distorting the meaning of the littera Sancti
Thoma. Even then, it would be very true that no person could be a part
because of his being & person, for, if ‘to be a part’ were of the very nature
of person, every person would necessarily be a part, including the Divine

1. «Seiendum est sutem, quod hoo totum, quod est eivilis multitudo, vel domes-
tiea familin, habet solom unitatem ordinis, secundum quam non est aliquid simplieiter
unum. Et ideo pars ejus totius, potest habere operationem, gui non est operatio
totius, sicut miles in exercitu habet operationem qum non est totius exercitus. =Habet
nihilominus et ipsum totum aliquam operationem, que non est propris alisujus par-
tium, sed totins, puta conflictus totivs exercitus. Et tractus navis est operatio multitu-
dinis trahentium navem. Est sutem aliquid totum, quod habet unitatem non solum
ordine, sed compositione, aut colligatione, vel etiam continuitale, secundum quam
unitatem est aliquid unum simpliciter; et ideo nulla est ﬂmw que non sit
o e e o e o e totbasy 4 140 oportels quod o4 samders

igatis, operatio i Ler ast us; et ideo o q m
esientiam pertineat 'Ll.l.g_.::ﬂdmt;ﬂt- totius et partis ejus. Non sutem ad eamdem
soientiam ot gonsiderare totum quod habet solam ordinis unitatem, ot partes
ipsinss.—In I Ethicorum, leet.1, (ed. tta) n.5.

2 «...Un ‘mlﬂmhﬂwmwdinntﬂmp-nmdllﬂuldbwun
totius,. . . ».—De ections Vil spiritualis, 0.13.
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Persons. But granted no person is a part merely because a person, it surely
does not follow that the created person, who is essentially and inalienably
& finite person, cannot be a part secundum hoc spsum gquod est. 'What my
Opponent overlooks is that the concept of person is an analogical concept,
just as much as the concepts of act and of intellect. If his argument is to be
at all conclusive, he must maintain that we created, finite persons do indeed
possess the pure and limitless perfection of the person who is not a part;
that insofar as we are in act, we possess the pure and limitless perfection
of pure actuality., There is not the slightest doubt that this is what Father
Eschmann must hold if his antecedens is to lead to his conclusion. How
else could the pure and limitless perfection of personality, which precludes
being a part in any real sense, and which is proper to the Divine Persons!,
have anything to do, in this connection with the persons that we are?
Logically, he has no alternative. He must conceive the poteney and limita-
tion which make us finite beings and finite persons, as adventitious to pure
actuality and pure personality. In this respect, that which was pure
actuality should now become subject; and since it would have to be the
subject of a being substantially one, it would have to be pure subject,
that is, pure potentiality. In other words, if he carried through the ines-
capable implications of his argumentation, my Opponent would be faced
with something like the position of David of Dinant «qui stultissime posuit
Deum esse materiam primamas ?,

And now we shall return to Father Eschmann's criticism of my
«Thomistic proof» of a «‘revolting' statements,

Let us here for the moment consider the second part of this thesis, viz. the state-
ment regarding the intrinsic common of the universe and its relation to the
intellectual beings or persons. Even ezsor De K. somchow seems to feel that
his is & arevoltings statement (cf. p.30). He, therefore, makes every effort to be very

careful in estsblishing & Thomistic f of it. In fact, he asks, is not the same
statement repeatedly implied in St, Thomas' discussions of the question: What is the
end God has to Himself in the uetion of all things? Four texts are
cited by the author. Let us here uce, in Latin, the first two, taken from

Contra Gentiles, 111, 64; they will sufficiently show in what specific set of Thomistic
texts Professor De K. has found a proof, satisfying to his mind, of his assertion.
The italicized sentences are not held worthy of quotation, by the suthor:—DM, 187-188,
My Opponent then quotes the two paragraphs in question. The italicized
sentence completing the first paragraph is:

I'pee igitur Deus omnia suo intellectu of voluntate gubsrnal.

The italicized sentence completing the second is:

Esxt igitur gubernalor ipsius.

Just what did I want to prove by these texts? It is important to note
that Father Eschmann opens his criticism by assailing sthe second part of
this thesis»s, Whether he uses this procedure wilfully or not, it does obscure
the issue and create a convenient confusion. Do I seek to prove that the

1. In I Sententiorum, d.19, q.4, a.1; d.24, q.1, a.1, ad 4.

2. Is, q.3, a.B, o.—Ci. G. Théry, O.F., Evsai sur Dovid de Dinant dapris Albert
le %{ﬁ of saint Thomas, Mélanges Thomistes, Lo Saulehoir, Eain, Belgique, 1923,
pp-301-408.
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order of the universe is the most profound and absolutely ultimate good of
persons? On the contrary, I had spoken in the early part of my essay of
this ultimate good of persons as being the absolute separated and extrinsic
good of the universe, which is God. In «the second part of this thesiss,
however, I consider persons as paris of the universe, and I enquire what is
their greatest good as parts of the universe. Now this is merely to ask
what is the greatest good that God produces and that most perfectly
imitates His own goodness. 8t. Thomas’ answer leaves no doubt. Here
are the two paragraphs 1 quoted (BC,28-20; 175) from Contra Genles
I1I, c.64, to which I now add the concluding sentences which Father
Eschmann says I hold «not. . worthy of quotations:

Deus res omnes in esse produxit, non ex necessitate naturs, sed per intellectum et
voluntatem. Intellectus autem et-voluntatis ipsius non potest esse alius finis ultimus
nisi bonitas eius, ut scilicet eam rebus communicaret, sicut ex preemissis (lib.I zl‘gp.'fﬁ
8q.) apparet. ﬁumtﬂnpﬂmtdlm bﬂmhtamparmodummmh inis,
inquantum ipse sunt bonm. Id sutem quod est mazime bomum in rebus cousatis,
MWMMMMWWM,utPﬁhﬂphmdﬁt{xﬁ
Metaph., x, 1; 1075a): cui etiam consonat Scriptura divina, Gen. 1, cum dicitur (vers.31),
Fﬂﬂmmﬂméﬁrﬂdﬂmﬂmﬂdhﬂﬁmdﬂﬁnﬂu&ﬁmﬁ;m
simpliciter quod erani bona. Bonum igitur ordinis rerum causstarum a Deo est id
wmymnﬂmdmmtnnam. Nihil autem slivd est gubernare

ua quam eis ordinem imponere.  Ipse igitur Deus omnia suo intellectu et voluntate
gubernat.

Amplius. Unumquodque intendens aliquem finem, magis curat de eo quod est
propinquius fini ultimo: quia hoc etiam est finis aliorum, Ultimus autem finis divine
voluntatis est bonitas ipsius, cui propinquissimum in rebus creatis est bonum ordinis
Lolius universi: cum ad ypsum ordinetur, sicul ad finem, omne parficulare bonum huius
vel illius rei, sicul minus perfectum ordinglur ad id quod est perfechius; unde of 7
pars inventlur esse suum otum. Id dgitur quod mazime cural Deus i relrus
crealis, est ordo i. Est igitur gubernator ipsius.

How the omission of those last sentences makes me guilty of my
Opponent's practice of reading «3t. Thomas with scissors and paste, by
eutting the texts out of their literary and historical context and just quoting
what, in a particular instance, seems to be suitables (DM, 189), T fail to
see. I quoted that part of the text which shows that 8t. Thomas expressly
teaches the order of the universe to be the greatest good which God produces
and that it is the pracipue volitum. It is from this truth that 8t. Thomas
infers: Ipse igitur Deus omnia suo inlelleciu el volunlale gubernal; Est igiiur
gubernalor ipsius (ordinis universi). In stating that these tsentences are
not held worthy of quotation, by the author» (DM,188) my Opponent
may distract attention, but his accusation should not blind the critical
reader to the fact that he is distorting the perspective by stressing those
last sentences, as if the premises of 3t. Thomas' conclusion did not properly
and immediately belong to the question 1 undertook to treat, or as if the

truth of the premises were irrelevant to their conclusion.

Before examining Father Eschmann's interpretation of these quota-
tions, let me recall again the latter four of the six texts I quoted to support
the doctrine that, of all ereated goods, the good of the universe is the greatest,
The third is taken from la, q.47, a.1: Utrum rerum mullitudo e distinclio
gil a Deo.
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... Distinctio rerum et multitudo est ex intentione primi agentis, quod est Deus.
Produxit enim res in esse propter suam bonitatem communicandam ereaturis, et per
ens representandam.  Et quin per unam creaturam sufficienter reprasenlari non
oduril mullas creaturas ef diversas, ut quod deest uni ad representandam divinam
nitatem, suppleatur ex alia: nam bonitas que in Deo est simpliciter et uniformiter,
in ereaturis est multipliciter et divisim. Unde perfechive parlicipat divinam bonilatem,
el represenial eam, lofum wniversum, quam alia quecumgue creatura.—BC,29; 175, n.31.

The fourth text was taken from fa, q.15, 2.2, where 8t. Thomas proves

that God has an idea of the order of the whole universe, because the bonum
ordinis universi is the oplimum in rebus erislens.
.. .In quolibet effectu illud quod est ultimus finis, proprie est intentum a principali
agente; sicut ordo exercitus a duce.  Tlud autem quod est oplimum fn rebus eristens,
est bomum ordinis wniversi, ut patet per Philosophum in XII Melaph. Ordo 'igitur
universi est proprie o Deo intentus, et non per accidens proveniens secundum succes-
sionem tium ... Sed ... ipse ordo universi est per se creatus ab eo, et intentus ab
ipso.—BC,29; 176, n.32,

In the fifth text St. Thomas proves (Contra Genfes, 11, ¢.39) that the
order of the parts of the universe and their distinction is the end of the
produetion of the universe.

Id quod est bonum et optimum in effectu, est finis productionis ipsius. Bed
bonwm el optimum universi congistil in ordine partium cius ad invicem, qui sine distine-
tione esse non potest: per hune enim ordinem universum in sua totalitate constituitur,
que est optimum ipsius. Ipse igitur ordo partium universi et distinctio earum est
finis progductionis universi—BC,30; 176, n.33.

From this 8t. Thomas further conecludes: «non est igitur distinetio rerum
a casus, These words I did not quote, because we are concerned with
whether or not the good of the universe is the greatest of all created goods,
and not with the various conclusions that must be drawn from this principle.
However, the manifold conclusions St. Thomas does draw from this funda-
mental truth illustrate its importance and fecundity.

The sixth text is taken from the . D. de Spiritualibus Creaturis,
q.un., 4.8, where St. Thomas shows (secunda rafio) that the separated
substances, occupying the suprema pars universi, constitute a per se order,
differing in species, because, being the superior parts of the universe, they
must have a greater participation in the good of the universe, which is
its order.

Manifestum est enim quod duplex est bonum universi; quoddam separatum,

seilicet Deus, qui est sicut dux in exercitu; et quoddam in ipsis rebus, et hoe est ordo

jum universi, sicut ordo partium exercitus est bonum exercitus. Unde Apostolus

icit Rom. xurr, 1: Que a Deo sund, ordinals sund. Oportet autem quod superiores

universi partes magis de bono univwngwﬂmh guod est ordo. Perfectius autem

icipant ordinem ea in quibus est ordo per se, quam ea in quibus est ordo per acei-
deps tantum.—BC,33; 176, n.35.

My Opponent states that the group of texts involving this principle is
a very large one. In view of his interpretation, we shall quote a few more.

Id quod est optimum in rebus causatis, reducitur ut in primam causam in id

est optimum in causis: oportet enim effectus proportionales esse causis. Opti-
mum autem in omnibus entibus eausatia est ordo universi, in quo bonum universi
consistit: sicut et in rebus humanis bomum gentis est dirinius quam bonum uniue (1 Ethic.,
m, 8; 1004b). Oportet igitur ordinem universi sicut in causam propriam reducere



IN DEFENCE OF BAINT THOMAS ¥ 27

in Deum, quem supra (lib.I, eap.dl) ostendimus esse summum bonum.  Non igitur
rerum distinctio, in qua ordo consistit universi, causatur ex causis secundis, sed magis
ex intentione causw prims.

Adhue. Absurdum ridetur id quod est optimum in rebus reducere sicul in cousam
in rerum defectum. Oplimum autem in rebus cousatis est distinctio el ordo ipsarum,
ul ostensum et (arg. prec. et up.:-lﬂ'g. Inconveniens igitur est dicere quod talis
distinetio ex hoe eansetur quod eause deficiunt & simplicitate cause prims.

Item. In omnibus causis agentibus ordinatis, ubi agitur propter finem, oportet
quod fines causarum secundarum sint propter finem munmim.!:nieut.ﬁnhmﬁuia
et equestris et frenifactricis est propter finem civilis, Processus autem entium a primo
ente est per actionem ordinatam ad finem: cum sit per intellectum, ut ostensum est
(cap. 24); intellectus autem omnis propter finem agit. 8i igitur in productione rerum
sunt aliqus causm secundss, oportet quod fines earum et actiones sint propter finem
ek . s o vl il e ol o e
partium universi, qui esf quari wllima forma. Non igitur esl dislinchio in el
propler actiones secundarum causarum: sed magis acliones secundarum cousarum sund
propler ordinem el distinclionem in rebus consfiluendam.

Adhue. 8i distinetio partium universi et ordo earum est proprius effectus cause
prime, quasi wlfima forma el oplimum in wniverso, oportet rerum distinctionem et
ordinem esse in intellectu cause prima: . . .1

Quanto enim aliquid est melius in effectibus, tanto est prius in intentione agentis.
Optimum aulem in rebus crealis est perfectio univers, qua consistil in ordine disinclarum
rerum: in omnibus enim perfechio folius preminel perfectioni singularium parfium,
Igitur diversitas rerum ex principali intentione primi agentis provenit, non ex diversi-
tate meritorum?,

Item, cum bonum folius #if melius quam bonum parlium singularium, non est opling
Jactoris diminuere bomum lobius ul ali partium augeal bondlalem: non enim mdi-
fieator fundlmnrmipt::lblﬂt eAM bunihl‘a}n quam tribuit tecto, ne domum faciat rui-
nOosAm. ibur omnium, Dieus, non facerel lolum universum in suo genere oplimum,
#i facerel omnes paries mquales: quia multi gradus bonitatis in universo deessent, et
sic esset imperfectum3.

Bonum ordints unirersi nobilius est qualibet universi: cum singule ordi-
nentur ad bonum ordinis qui esl in lolo micul ad finem, ut per phum patet, in
XII Metaphysice (capx, 1; 1075a) 8i igitur Deus cognoscit aliquam aliam naturam
nobilem, marime m ordinem universi. Hic sutem cognosci non potest nisi
cognoscantur et nobiliora et viliora, in quorum distantiis et habitudinibus ordo
umiversi consistit. Helinquitur igitur q Deus eognoscit non solum nobilia, sed
etiam ea que vilia reputanturd,

EiDmmpuﬁtaliquidaﬁuﬂlu.mmimwﬁgmd# i . Hee
audem esl ordo wrvivers, od quem sicul ad finem omnia parficularia bona ordi 5,

Providentia divina quibusdam rebus necessitatem imponit: non autem omnibus,
ut quidam ecrediderunt. Ad providentiam enim pertinet ordinare res in finem,
Post bomilolem aulem divinam, que esi finis a rebus separatus, principals bonum in
ipsis rebus existens, esl perfectio universi: que quidem non esset, si non omnes gradus
essendi invenirentur in rebus.  Unde ad dwinamg:lr:vidmtium pertinet omnes gradus
entium producere. Et ideo quibusdam effectibus preparavit causas i
ut necessario evenirent; quibusdam vero causas contingentes, ut evenirent contin-
genter, secundum eonditionem proximarim causarum®,

...Malmnqundinmpﬁummmmdiqummmnduﬁgmdﬂdwhnm
sicut in causam. Et hoe patet tam in naturalibus quam in voluntariis. Dictum est
enim quod aliquod sgens, inquantum sua virtute producit aliquam formam ad quam
sequitur corruptio et defectus, causat sua virtute illam corruptionem et defectum.
Manifestum est aulem quod forma quam principaliter Deus intendil in rebus creatis,
el bonum ordinds universi, Dri:mlmunivuimumt.ntmpudhwmut,qumi

1. Contra Gentes, 11, 0.42.
2. Ibid,, e.dd.

3. Thad.

4, Tbid., 1, e. 70,

5. Itad., o.71.

6. lo,q22,8d, 0
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queedam sint qus deficere possint, et interdum deficiant. Et sie Deus, in rebus eau-
sando bonum ordinis universi, ex uenti, et quasi per accidens, eausat corruptiones
nrum;mundumﬂ}udmamddi:itur Reg. n: Domanus mortificat et vivifical. Sed
Tn& dieitur Sep. 1, quod Deus mortem non fecil, intelligitur quosi per se indenlam.
d ordinem aulem universi perfinel eliam justitiz, qui requirit ut peceatoribus
peena inferatur. Et secundum hoe, Deus est suctor mali quod est pcena: non sutem
mali quod est culpa, ratione supra dietal,

... Providentia Dei, qua res gubernat, est similis, ut dictum est, art. preeced.,
providentie qua paterfamilins gugnut- domurm, et rex civitatem aut regnum: in
quibus gubernationibus hoe est commune, quod bonum commune est eminentius quam
bonum singulare; sicut booum gentis est eminentius civitatis wel familiss vel

, ut habetur, in principo Ethic. (eapay, in fin.). Unde quilibet provisor
plus t:itﬁdn“ quid communitati conveniat, s sapienter gubernat, quam quid conveniat
ani i

Hoe sutem quidam non attendentes, considerantes in rebus corruptibilibus aliqua
que possent meliors esse secundum seipsa considerata, non attendentes ordinem
universi, secundum quem optime colloeatur unumguodque in ordine suo, dixerunt
ista mrruagtihiliu non gubernari & Deo sed sola ineorruptibilia; ex quorum persons
dicitur Job, eap.xxi,14: Nubes lotibulum ejus, scilicet Deus, neque nostra comsideral;
sed cirea cardines cali perambulal. Hme autem mrmphhtifin posuerunt vel omnino

que gubernatore esse et agi, vel a contrario incipio gubernari, Quam opinionem
I phus in XTI Metaphysic. (com.52 et nqg reprobat per similitudinem exercitus,
in quo invenimus duplicem ordinem: unum quo exercitus partes ordinantur ad invicem,
alium quo ordinantur ad bonum exterius, scilicet ad bonum ducis; et ordo ille quo
ordinantur exercitus ad invicem, est propter illum ordinem quo totus exercitus
ordinatur ad ducem; unde si non esset ordo ad ducem, non esset ordo partium exercitus
ad invieern. Quantumcumque ergo multitudinem nvenimus ordinatam ad invicem,
oportet eam ordinari ad exterius principium. Partes autem universi, corruptibiles et
incorruptibiles, sunt ad invicem ordinate, non per accidens, sed per se: videmus enim
ex corporibus celestibus utilitates provenire in corporibus corruptibilibus vel semper
vel in majori parte secundum eumdem modum; unde oportet omnis, corruptibilis et
incorruptibilia, esse in uno ordine providentim principii exterioris, quod est extra
universum. Unde Philosophus concludit, quod necesse est ponere in UNiVerso unum
dominatumn et non plures.

Sciendum tamen, quod aliquid provideri dicitur dupliciter: uno modo propter se,
alio modo propter alis; sicut in propter se providentur ea in_quibus essentialiter
consistit bonum domus, sicut filii, possessiones, et hujusmodi: alis vero providentur
ad horum utilitatem, ut vasa, animalia, et hujusmodi. Et similiter in universo illa
propter se providentur in quibus essentialiter consistit perfectio universi; et hme
perpetuitatem habent, sicut et universum perpetuum est. Qus vero perpetus non
sunt, non providentur nisi propter alium; et leo substanti= spirituales et corpora
caelestia, que sunt perpetus et secundum et secundum individuum, sunt
provisa e et in specie et in individuo; corruptibilia perpetuitaterm non
possunt nisi in specie; unde species ipss sunt provise propler sed individua
gorum non sunt provisa nisi propter perpetuum esse speciei um 2.

...Quamvis res corruptibilis melior esset si incorruptibilitatem haberet, melius
tamen est unjversum quod ex corruptibilibus et incorruptibilibus constat, quam quod
ex incorruptibilibus tantum constaret, quia utraque natura bona est, oOTTUpR-
tibilis et incorruptibilis; melius autem est esse duo bona quam unum tantum. Neque
multiplicatio indivi mhmmﬂupﬂmmﬂmﬂ@gﬁmm
cum um naturs, quod est communicabile, preemineat bono individui, quod est
gingulare3.

These form part of the body of texts I argue from. They prove that
according to sound Thomistic doctrine, optimum in emnibus entibus crealis
est ordo universi, in quo bonum universi consistif. Now, what does my

Opponent have to say about this group of texts?

1. Ia, q.49, 8.2, ¢
2. De Ver,, q.5, 8.3, 8.
3. I'Wd., ad 3.
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A.F-lnlt reco-Arabian necessitarianism B8t. Thomas states that there exists
ruz‘Cru.tnr, ie. & personal God and a divine and all-embracing
Mn,hmhmﬂuﬂfﬂlm into so many
unmunmd nnectable bits, and it would be impossible to maintain the fact
dhnﬁyﬂhwmwﬁm@m&tﬁmﬁm@wmmﬂuﬁm

tl.mu.Th.urm is clearly to show, against a Greek heresy, that, even in the
mdynhurvauﬂmﬁrmﬂu who was so fondly cherished in
the Arabian world, tbmtmpnnmpluuwnwhmhm may procesd to prove the fact
of divine Providence.
This is the group of texts Professor Die K. from. He should not have done
80, because they do not properly and immedin ‘E?hdm;tuthuqumnhelmdur-
'hnk to treat.—DM, 181-2.

In other words, according to Father Eschmann, when 8t. Thomas says
that God governs the order of the universe and bestows upon it His greatest
care (marime cural) because it iz the mazime bonum in rebus ecousalis,
the pracipus volitum el causatum, and because the good of the order of the
universe is the propinguissimum in rebus ereatis to His own goodness,
cum ad ipsum ordinetur, sicul ad finem, omne particulare bonum hujus vel
illius rei, sicut minus perfectum ad id quod est perfectum, he does not really
mean the reasons he gives to be taken as the true reasons. When Bi.
Thomas exposes these rensons, and does go in language so unmistakable
that even a reader who finds his view unacceptable must grant the obvious
significance of these passages, still we are not to take the Angelic Doctor
as meaning what he says. What he does mean, my Opponent explains,
is that if there were no all-embracing Providence,
the universe would fall apart into so0 many unconnected and unconnectable bits,
and it would be impossible to maintain the fact of the order of the universe on whose

existence and sublime beauty both the Greeks, and especially the Christian Fathers,
have so energetically insisted. —DM,191.

Hence, according to my Opponent, the reason St. Thomas actually
gives in the texts concerned, namely that the order of the universe is what
is best in all creation, is not a universal, metaphysical, true reason at all,
nor does the quotation from Genesis, 1, 31, express a theological principle,
The true reason is the mere

fact of the order of the universe on whose existence and sublime beauty both the Greeks,
and especially the Christian Fathers, have so energelically insisted. —DM,191,

In 8t. Thomas' arguments it is of no importance that this order of the
universe—and by universe is meant the whole of creation and not just the
cosmos—is what is best in all ereation. True, he does infer: «Id igitur
quod mazime cural Deus in rebus creatis est ordo universiv, but that,
presumably, is merely because he had used a premise designed to achieve
& greater impact against a Greek heresy. Likewise, when Bt. Thomas

* ¢Eih. i. 1;1004b 9; Meta xii, 1075a 11.»—Footnotes preceded asterisk
reproduse Father Eschmann's o own references. hran
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declares that the bonum ordinis universt is the good which is closest to the
divine goodness, quum ordinefur ad ipsum sicut ad finem omne particulare
bonum hujus vel illius red, sicul minus perfectum ordinatur ad id quod est
perfectius, the omne bonum particulare here distinguished from the bonum
ordinis universi, has no more to do with the proper doctrine on the common
good than the bonum commune of Bt. Thomas' quotations from the Ethics,
I, e.1, and from the Mefaphysies, XII, c.10.

Inthugmupnftu‘ta—itunv large one—S8t. Thomas tly, and with
obvious enjoyment, avails two quotations from Aristotle, vis., (o) bonum
commune esf dirinius. md{b}quadm it i rebus existens esf bonum univern,
B}'thmmuuunnm common good is taught; and still less ia

anything said about t mhmmbetwmthummmmudlndthampwmdnl
the in substances — DM, 191-192,

Indeed, how could the intellectual substances be included here unless
qualibel res or quelibel creatura actually meant qualibet res or gqualibet
crealura? The addicts of the Historical Point of View know better: 8t.
Thomas is not concerned here with strictly doctrinal truth, but with creating
an impact against a Greek heresy, even at the cost of making false or
misleading statements.

Their impact is clearly to show mnﬂmﬁ ﬂut.n'mmﬂmﬂn&
?m;m;thﬂﬁuhuandlhnvelﬂm who was 80 chuﬂm:lu::fth
71 world, there are prin upon w one to ve not
of divine P'mmlmu.—-ﬂﬂ' QIEIH ad pre

Ismy Opponent insinuating that 8t. Thomas uses the wiles of sophistry 7
Of course not! For, is it not true that the quotations from Aristotle are
actually in Aristotle? One cannot contradict historical fact. Bt. Thomas
is merely using the true facts of history to get resulte. Whether or not
what Aristotle actually held is also true, is another matter.

Father Eschmann says:

B;rﬂreumhtmumpm doetrine on the common good is taught; and still less is
anything said about the relations between the common good and the proper good of the
intellectual substances.—DM,191-102.

And why not? No justification is necessary, for it is only too obvious
that the term bonum could not mean bonum i.e. perfectivam allerius; and it is
just as obvious that the good to which ordinatur, sicut ad finem (and there-
fore as to what perfects), omne particulare bonum hujus vel illius rei, sicud
minus perfectum ad id gquod est perfectum, is & good which belongs to
one creature to the exclusion of the other, and by no means to the one and
the other as a good which is more perfect than their exclusive proper good.
Why? Because Father Eschmann says so. Itisfor the same unguestionabla
reason that the following text (quoted BC,15-16; 172, nn.13,14) has nothing
to do with the common good, nor with the relations between the common
good and the proper good of the intellectual substances:

C‘mn affectio sequatur cognitionem; quanto eognitio est universalior, tanto affectio

m!-;;urupmtmmunnbﬂnum ﬂquntﬂmmhuutm
tmtn ectio ipsam sequens magis respicit privatum bonum; unde et in nobis

dileetio ex eognitione sensitiva exoritur; vero communis et absoluti ﬂ
cognitione intellectiva. Quis ergo angeli quanto sunt altiores, tanto habent scientiam
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magis universalem, . ., ideo eorum dilectio maxime respicit commune bonum. Magis
ergo diligunt se invicem, si specie differunt, quod magis pertinet ad perfectionem univer-
i, .. guam & specie convenirent, quod pertineret ad bonum privatum unius speciei!.

IV. WHY DID GOD MAEE THINGS MANY?

The texts I quoted in this connection were to prove that edans 'univers
méme», the greatest perfection of the created persons is the good of the
universe. The question of the relation of the intellectual ereature to God
as He is in Himsell apart from the universe, had already been treated in
substance. The reader will recall Father Eschmann's complaint:

Will it be granted that it is inadmissible to read 5t. Thomas with scissors and
paste, by cutting the texts out of their literary and historical context and just quoting
what, in & particular instance, seems to be sutable 7 Will it be granted that, if 8t.

has icitly stated and solved a given problem, a Thomist worthy of that
name is obliged to take account of this fact and ecan not afford to refer to some
other texts which either have nothing to do with the problem or, at best, refer to it
in & distant and mediate fashion ?—DM,189-190.

Faithful to his normal practice, my Opponent again proceeds to do just
that. Not only does he c¢loud the distinction between the two questions
(that of the relation of the person to the ultimate good and that of his
relation to the intrinsic good of the universe) but he neglects to inform the
reader that I had formulated and answered the very objection he levels
against me,—BC,63-64. Just what is the problem we are to have in mind
when Father Eschmann says: « Here is the problem as stated by St. Thomas»
(DM, 190), is conveniently undetermined, but let us allow him to gquote it:
Videtur quod imago Deiinveniatur in irrationabilibus creaturis. . . [for, and this is the
third in contrarium| quanto aliquid est magis perfectum in bonitate,
tanto magis est Deo simile. Bed totum universum est perfectius in bonitate
homo, quin etsi bona sint singuls, tamen simul omnia dicuntur evalde bonas, .1
(8t. Augustine). Ergo totum universum est ad imaginem Dei et non solum homo,

The objection is taken from Ja, q.93, 8.2. The answer to this objection

is:
Universum est perfectius in bonitate quam intellectualis creatura: extensive et diffusive.
Bed intensive et collective similitudo divine t-ru-lwtimiunugiuinwniturin intellec-
tuali ereatura, qus est capax summi boni.—Vel dicendum, quod pars non dividitur
contra totum, sed contra aliam partem. Unde eum dicitur quod sola natura intel-
lectualis est ad imaginem Dei, non excluditur quin universum secundum aliquam sui
partern sit ad imagmem Dei; sed excluduntur alis partes universi.—DM, 190,

If this quotation is directed against me, it must mean that the greatest
created good of the person—of the person viewed within the order of the
universe, is not that which was said to be closest to the divine good, namely,
the order of the universe itsell whose principal parts are the intellectual
gubstances in all their manifold and variety; rather the greatest good of
the person is held to be each individual person himself, taken separately,
so that each and every one of them is, absolutely speaking, a greater good
than any or all of the other persons. Each person, then, because he is in

1. De Spiri. Creal., 8.8, ad 5.
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the image of God, is a better created good than any and all of the other
created persons who are also in the image of God. If this is not what Father
Eschmann means, where is his objection ?

Immediately following the quotation of 8t. Thomas' answer, Father
Eschmann adds:

Bt. Thomas solution of the problem is so clear, o complete, and so perfectly balanced
that it nesds no explanation.—DM, 190,

Let us see, then, just how simple this matter is.

Why did God make things many and varied? Let us consider a few
texts on this subject.

Cum enim omne agens intendat suam gimilitudinem in effectum inducere secundum
quod effectus capere potest, tanto hoo agit perfectius quanto agens perfectius est:
patet enim quod quanto aliquid est ealidius, tanto facit magis calidum; et quanto est
aliquis melior artifex, formam artis perfectius inducit in materiam. Deus autemn
est perfectissimum agens. Buam igitur similitudinem in rebus creatis ad Deum perti-
nebat inducere perfectissime, quantum nature creat® convenit. Sed perfeclam Dei
Mmqﬁd,mmuﬂdﬁefﬂumrgwdmhmﬁrfﬂnkduﬁmhﬂm
snvenitur composile el mullipliciler, mun effeclus perlingal ad speciem couse; quod in
Dt similitudo perfecta sscundum modum suuml,

Item. Flura bona uno bono finilo suni meliora: habent enim hoe et adhue amplius.
Omnis aulem creafurz bonilas finila esl: est enim deficiens ab infinita Dei bonitate.
Perfectius esl igitur universum creafurarum s sund plures, gi esset unus tantum
gradus rerum. Summo autem bono sompetit facere quod melius est. Ergo conve-
niens ei fuit ut plures faceret creaturarum gradus?2,

aliq
D intentione ectionem ereaturs dare

entis qualem possibile erat eam
Hine est quod dicitur Gen. 1, 31: Vidit Deus cunclo qua fereral, o eroni valde bona:
cum de singulis dixisset quod sunt bona. Quia singula quidem sunt in suis naturis

bona: simul autem omnia, valde boma, propter ordinem universi, qua est ullima el
nobilissima perfectio in rebusd,

Ostensum enim est quod Deus per suam providentiam omnis ordinat in divinam
bonitatem sicut in finem (cap.64): non autem hoe modo quod sum bonitati aliquid
per es que fiunt accrescat, sed ut similitudo sus bonitatis, quantum possibile est,
imprimatur in rebus ( A8 8q.). Quis vero omnem creatam substantiam a per-
Eutiﬂmdiﬁmbmiummmuhutpm{u&udjmm&hﬁdmﬁm
rebus communicaretur, oporfuil esse diversifalem in rebus, wl quod perfecle ab ume
nam et cum mentis hlmﬂdumvouhvubuwﬁtmﬁmm:iﬂ'm;m
posse, verba diversimode multiplicat ad exprimendam iverss sum mentis concep-
perfecta bonilas, qua n Deo est unile ef simpliciler, in crealuris esse non polest nisl
secundum modum diversum el per plura. Res autem per hoc diverse sunt, quod formas
habent diversas, & quibus speciem sortiuntur.  Sic igitur ex fine sumitur ratio diver-
gitatis formarum in rebusd,

1. Contra Gentes, 11, 0.45.

2. Ihid.

3. I'tad.

4. Ibid., 111, 0.97.
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In preedicto autem ordine, secundum quem ratio divine providentis attenditur,
mmmﬁmﬂm&mm qmdmmﬁmwﬂpﬂmumm
d.dnnnmmmnumhm quam constituendam necesse
‘mwmfmatmmﬂwm& tientibus, et actionibus et
=58, SuﬂwppnmmmW;lg simpliciter esl dirina
mmmmmmm numerosilo, cuius nsfibulionem o
conservalionem omnia alia ordinari videndur. Et secundum hoc rationsbiliter videtur
esse & Boetio dictum, in principio sum Arithmeticz (lib.I, capar), omnia que-
cumgue o primaesa rerum natura consfifufa suni, &r numerorum rafions case
formata?,

Uterque enim error [scil. Manichmorum et |a’diununim:ipdaﬁ1
videbur in sua consideratione, considerando singulas parles gjus.  Ex
mummmmma;uum;pmmmdahmﬁu&m.nﬂhm
ntorum differentia precedente, oportuit diversos gradus creaturarum institui, ad
hoe quod universum ssset completum (representante universo per multiplices st
varios modos creaturarum in divina bonitate simpliciter et indistincte pre-
existit) sicut et ipsa perfectio domus et humani corporis diversitatem partium mqumt.

ﬁnmmmmmwmr,ﬂtmlmtlbmmbmﬂmﬁbu defendere posset.
Bio igitur dicendum est, quod ab uno prime multitudo et diversites creaturarum
processit, non propter materim necessitatem, nec propter potentie limitationem,
nee propter bonitatem, nec propter bonitatis obligationem; sed ex ordine sopiendie,
utmdnmtlmturlrummﬂutmmwﬂumm

Hence, a single creature, unless it were equal to God, could never sufficiently
express that which exists in God simpliciier ¢f unite. 1If, then, according
to God's actual design, the fullness of divine perfection is to be more pro-
foundly represented by His work, divine wisdom must bring this about
aperfectissime, quantum naturse creat® convenits, through multiplicity
and variety. Therefore, it is what is realized in creation composile el
multipliciter which imitates most perfectly what is in God simplicifer el
unife. Hence, to deem secondary the perfection which in creation is
accomplished by way of composition and multiplicity, is to deny value
to that which most perfectly imitates what is in God simpliciter ef unile.

In the context of this general problem, it would be true to say that,
tnlensive, any single creature represents more perfectly the uniqueness of
anything it has in common with God. [Inlensive, any single created in-
telligible species represents more perfectly than a multiplicity of species the
unique intelligible species which is God's essence. However, the super-
abundance of whatever exists in God simpliciler ef uniformiler, is more per-
fectly expressed by what exists in creation mullipliciler ef divisim. The
inexhaustible richness of the divine intelligible species is, absolutely speak-
ing, more perfectly represented by the multiplicity of created species.
Thus, if the texts already guoted have any meaning, the single creature's
imitation of God by intension could not possibly be more perfect absolutely
than that realized by the manifold to which it belongs, unless a creature
could be equal to God in perfection. This 8t. Thomas brings out clearly
in his answers to the objections of De Poientia, q.3, 8.16, from which our
last quotation was taken.

1. Conira Gemtes, ITT, 0,97,
2. De Poteniia, q.3, 8.16, 0. Soe also Compendium Theologiz, 00.72, 73, 102,
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1. Sextodecimo queritur utrum ab uno primo possit procedere maultitudo. Et
videtur quod non. Sicuti enim Deus est per se bonum, et per consequens summum
mﬁﬁm““mﬁ} eunuE. Eadlhmlsumqmtyqumhmum.nunpum

nisi bonum. Ergo nec ab eo procedere nisi unum.

Ad primum ergo dicendum , quod sieut Deus est unus, ila el unum producil, non
solum quia unumquodque in se esl unum, ted eiam gquia omnia quodammeodo sunt unum
perfectum, quae quidem unilas diversilolem partium requiril, ut ostensum est.

2. Preeteres, sicut bonum convertitur cum ente, ita et unum. Sed in his que
sunt entia, oportet attendi assimilationem creaturm ad Deum, ut supra, art. praced.,
dictum est. Ergo sicut in bonitate, ita et in unitate oportet Deo creaturam sssimilari,
ut scilicet sit una ab uno.

Ad secundum dicendum, quod creatura assimilatur Deo in unilale, in quanifum
unagqueque in se una est, el in quanium omnes unum sunt unitate ordinis, ut dictum est.

5. Preterea, uniuscujusque effectus est sliquam propriam causam accipere.
Sed impossibile est unum esse proprium multorum. Ergo impossibile est quod unum
git causa multitudinis. )

Ad quintum dicendum, quod appropristio eause ad effectum attenditur secundum
assimilationem effectus ad causam. Assimilatio autem creaturs ad Deum attenditur
secundum hoe quod creatura implet id quod de ipsa est in intellectu et voluntate Dei;
sicut artificiata similantur artifici in quantum in eis exprimitur forma artis, et ostendi-
tur voluntas artificis de eorum constitutione.  Nam sicut res naturalis agit per formam
suam, ita artifex per suum intellectum et voluntatem. Sic igitur Deus propria causa
est uniuscujusque creaturm, in quantum intelligit et vult unamquamque creaturam
esse. (uod autem dicitur sdem non posse esse plurium proprium, inlelligendum est
quands fil propriatio per adasquationem; quod in proposite non contingit.—

7. Preterea, oportet esse conformitatem inter causam et effectum. BSed Deus
est omnino unus et simplex.  Ergo in creatura, que est ejus effectus, nre multitudo
nec compositio debet inveniri. )

Ad septimum dicendum, quod licet sit guadam similitudo creafure ad Deum,
non tamen adaquatio; unde non oportet, si unitas Dei caret omni mullitudine et compo-
sitione, quod propler hoc oporieal talem esse crealura uniialem.

10. Sed dices, quod universitas creaturarum est quodammodo unum secundum
ordinem.—Sed contra, effectum oportet assimilari cause. Sed unitas Dei non est
unitas ordinis, quia in Deo non st prius nec posterius, nee superius et inferius. Ergo
non euffieit unitas ordinis ad hoe quod ab uno Deo plura possint educi.

Ad decimum dicendum, quod non , sicut dictum est, uniusmodi unilalem
ease in ereafurs el in Deo; licel crealura Bem in unifale tmileler,

12. Prmterea, creatura procedit & Deo, non solum sicut effectus a causa efficiente,
sed etiam sicut exemplatum ab exemplari. Sed unius exemplati est unum exemplar
proprium. Ergo a Deo non potest procedere nisi una creaturs.

Ad decimumsecundum dicendum quod quando exemplaium perfecle reprasental
exemplar, ab uno exemplari non est nisi unum exemplalum, nisi per accidens, in quantum
erempinia materialifer disii . Creature vero non perfecte imitantur suum
exemplar, Unde diversim w"gmunt ipsum imitari, et sic esse diversa exemplata.
Perfectus autem modus imilandi est unus lanlum: et propler hoc Filius, qui perfecle
imilatur Palrem, non polest ease nisi unus,

13. Preterea, Deus est causa rerum per intellectum. Agens autem per intellec-
tum agit per formam sui intellectus. Cum igitur in divino intellectu non sit nisi una
forma, videtur quod ab e non possit p nisi una creaturn.

Ad decimumtertium dicendum, quod licet forma intellectus divini sit una tantum
secundum rem, est tamen multiplex ratione secundum diversos res ad creaturam,
prout seilicet intelliguniur crealure diversimode formam divini @ smitdari.

18. Praterea, unusquisque agens propter finem, facit effectum suum propinquiorem
fini quantum potest. Sed Deus ucendo creaturam ordinat eam in finem. m
facit eam propinquissimam fini quantum potest, Sed hoe non potest nisi uno
fieri. Deus non producit nisi unam creaturam.

Ad decimumoetavum dicendum, quod ratis illa tenel quands id quod esl ad finem
muhtﬂdwmemenﬁmndmﬂoﬁ:quudmpmwh
non contingit.
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. idquid Deus facit, est E ab est nisi -
. ll:fm;udquﬂ s facit, est unum. Ergo ab eo non est nisi unum

Ad vicesimumsecundum dicendum, quod licet quidguid Deus facil, in s #il unum,
lamen h@c uniins, ut dictum est, nom removel omnem mullifudinem, sed manet illa
cujus unum esl pars.

My Opponent's simplistic understanding of the terms intensive and
exfensive shows itsell to be a defence of the doctrines 8t. Thomas con-
sistently attacks, namely, that the ordered manifold of creation is, at best,
only secondarily intended by God. Of course, infensive, any indivisible
part of a creature is, as to the formality tindivisibles, a better imitation
of divine simplicity than any created whole; in this respect, even the per se
unity of any single created being is inferior to that of any of its parts.
However, absolutely speaking,
p%mpﬁﬁmplmﬂd:ﬁ:ﬂhﬂd ectio divinge bonitatis invenitur
in uno veity

1. i

2. Thelatitude of the terms intensive and extensive may be shown from the follow-
ing text of 8t. Thomas, /'n I Seni., d.44, q.1, 8.2, in answer to the question: [firum
Dm:ﬁe:‘wu acere univerrum melins,

. eo dicendum, quod, secundum Philosophum, in XI H-‘-ll'-:fip, et 52,
hnumu:ﬁm‘mﬁ'tin?;faunrdm' : seiliost in ordine um universi ad invi-
eatn, ot in ordine totins uni ad finem, qui est ipse Deus; sieut etiam est in exersitu
ordo partium exereitus ad inviesm uﬂn&mdlmoﬂiﬁltmmldbﬂmn
dﬂnﬁ.qundmmmdl:nhiuot&nmprnd ter quem est primus ordo.
mmWhonummhl}uimM versl ad invieem, potest consi-
i D P iat Toann: e Defeet lobuial it oomtes Sax! sneliog, Tob e WOdL

quantum ad partes tune \ erEim per
tionem plurinm -ﬂiﬁr‘ i

harmonis, sed qui m tantum fit dissonantis. Hme autem melioratio
omnium partium, vel potest in secundum bonitatem secidentalom, et sic posset
esse talis melioratio & manen eisdem at eodem universo; vel secun-
dum bonitatem eesentialem, ot gic etinm ssset possibilis, qui infinitas ll.lhlqnnﬂ
sonders potest. BSed sie non essent emdem , ot per sonsequens ned idem uni-
versum, ut ex priedietis patet. 5i autem ipse ordo um, se non potest
[ e modum quantitatis diseretm, nisi fleret additio in partibus universi:
wia in universo nihil est tum, sed intensive posset esse melior manentibus

partibus quanium ad :ﬁlm qui sequitur bonitatem ssceidentalem: quanto

um redundat,

attenditur m diversilalem nafurarum, implentur diversi
gradus bonitatis, et non secundum multiplicationem individuorum in una naturas.
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.. . Nullum agens intendit pluralitatem materialem ut finem: quis materialis multitudo
non habet certum terminum, sed de se tendit in infinitum; infinitum autem repugnat
rationi finis!.

Material multiplicity is for the sake of formal multiplicity®.

As an intensive imitation of divine perfection, any single term of any

manifold is admittedly more perfect than the manifold itself. Yet we
cannot afford to take this facile observation as an adequate solution to
our problem save at the cost of being led into the trap into which Father
Eschmann has fallen. For it must be noted that, whereas any higher
term of the formal manifold of creation is a more perfect intensive imitation
of divine perfection than an inferior one, the lower groups of the ordered
manifold nevertheless approach intensive imitation more perfectly than
the higher, in that they have fewer members®. In other words, the more
numerous the terms of the manifold, the less perfect it is from the viewpoint
of intensive imitation. Hence, with respect to what is in God simpliciter
et indivisim, if intensive imitation by the creature were absolutely better
than that which is achieved through extension, the universe could not
possibly be the pracipue infentum; and since in the higher regions of the
universe, the spiritual creatures are more numerous than in the lower,
those higher regions would be, absolutely speaking, less perfect than the
lower. How would this compare with the doctrine of the texts already
quoted 7 or with that of the following?
.. Cum o universi sit illud quod pracipue Deus infendil in creatione rerum,
guanis sunt magis perfecta, tanio in maiori excessu sunl creals o Deo. Bicut
sutem in corporibus attenditur excessus secundum magnitudinem, ita in rebus incor-
poreis potest attendi excessus secundum multitudinem. Videmus autem quod mrﬁm
meorruptibilia, que sunt perfectiors inter corpora, excedunt quasi incomparabiliter
secundum magnitudinem corpora corruptibilia: nam tota sphsera activorum et passivo-
rum est aliquid modicum respectu corporum celestium. Unde rationabile est quod
gubstantis immateriales excedant secundum multitudinem substantins materiales,
quasi incomparabiliterd,

Father Eschmann’s understanding of the distinction between inlensive
and extensive destroys the Thomistic doctrine concerning the reason why
God made things many and varied. Like the Manicheans and Origen,
sordinem universi preterire videtur in sua consideratione, considerando
tantummodo singulas partes ejuss. In truth, the extensive perfection of the
universe is not just a purely quantitative addition; extension is not intended
for the mere sake of numerosity. The varied manifold of creation, ita
unity of order, is intended per se as the only manner in which what is in
God simpliciler et unile can be more fully represented in His work. The
divine ssimpliciter et unites is the principle and term of the created «com-
posite et multipliciters. In comparison with the fullness of what is in God
simpliciter el indivisim, the manifold of creation as a whole is more pro-

1. I'a, q47, 8.3, ad 2,

2. Ia, q.47, 8.2,

8. De 8pirit. Creal., 8.8, ad 10; Conira Gentes, 11, 0.92—iIntensiva at collectives,
& mingle creatad is, abaolutely, more ot than the irrational parta of the
universe; but doss not apply to & person compared to the ensemble of
other persons,

4. Ja, q.50, 8.3, o
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foundly one, than any single part. «...Bicut Deus est unus, ita et unum
produxit, non solum quia unumquodque est unum, sed etiam quis omnia
quodammodo sunt unum perfectum, que quidem unitas diversitatem
partium requirite.

The errors concerning the procession of the Many from the One,
which 8t. Thomas attacks, follow from considering the Many as something
absolute, which could not properly proceed from the One. But a deeper
grasp of the problem reveals that, ultimately, the Many is but an imitation
of the One. The ultimate principle of the unity of the manifold of creation
is the identity of the superabundant unity of the divine essence'. Only
through the unity of the manifold can there be in creation that Des similitudo
perfecta secundum modum suum’.

If the manifold of the intellectual creatures were but the result of
intending this person to be, and that person to be, and so on, God would be
primarily the propria rafio of one and of the other, and only secondarily
the ralio communis of the many. Indeed, God would be reduced to the
status of & univocal cause, and the created person elevated to that of a
perfect exemplatum, tquod non multiplicatur nisi materialiters,

...Ratio illa teneret de exemplato quod perfecte representat exemplar, quod non
multiplieatur nisi materialiter. Unde imago increata, est perfecta, est una tan-
mmB:&nulhﬂuhm representat perfecta amp?s'\r.prmm, quod est divina
...Deus eognoseit omnia uno, quod est ratio plurium, scilicet essentia sus, qum eat
uimiﬁmdummmomﬁum:etqmlmﬁlmutpmpmum“mmiqunrd.
ideo de unoquoque proprism cognitionem habet. Qualiter sutem unum possit esse
multorum ratio propria et communis, sic considerari potest. Essentia enim divina
secundumn hoe est ratio alieujus rei, quod res ills divinam essentiam imitatur. Nulla
aulem res imilatur divinam essentiom ad plenum; sic enim non posset esse nisi una
imitatio ipsius; nee sua essentia esset per modum istum

in quarum nulls est aliquid qued non a similitudine divine essentie; et
ideo illud quod est proprium unicuique rei, habet in divina essentin quod imitetur;
et secundum hoe divina essentia est similitudo rei quantum ad proprium ipsius rei,
et gic est propria ipsius ratio: et eadem ratione est propria alterius, et omnium aliorum.
Est igitur communis omnium ratio, in quantum est res ipsa una, omnis imitantur:
mdﬂmnhﬂmnﬁﬂﬂh;mdmgudmmmdu' i imitantur:
ﬂﬁ‘mmmmﬂmmmtmdammmhwm
propria ratio unmscujusque’.

Indeed, we would have to reverse the doctrine of the following passage
from Ia, q.15, 8.2: Utrum sint plures idez, which we have already quoted

in part.
Respondeo dicend qun&nmmmeﬂuplumdm. Ad euius evidentiam,
a ; B exercitus a

in rebus existens, esi bonum ordinis universi, ut patet per Philosophum in XII Metaphye.

1. De Divinis Nominibus, 0.13, leet.2.
2. Conira Genles, 11, 0.45.

3. o, q47, a1, 8d 2.

4. De Ver., q.2, 8.4, 8d 2.
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wmmﬁhﬂmwwmumwmﬁhﬂw
sicut mdificator speciem domus mnul_perummuut, nisi apud lrmm;wprm
rl.unﬁnmhhﬂpurhmum. lptu:opnﬂetqmdmmh ivina int

rationes omnium rerum. Undadmtﬁgwﬂnusi bro Ocloginta trium :
xndmdummmhﬁMnﬂna ” nde sequitur qued in mente divins
t

We may now apply this general doctrine to the more restricted problem
of why God made the intellectual creatures, who are properly in His image,
many and varied. Bince their manifold qua manifold cannot constitute
a single image; since to be in His image is proper to each intellectual creature
taken separately; since, singly, any one of them is iniensive a better ex-
pression of the unique uncreated original, what then can it be that is added
by the varied manifold of images? The answer is that no single created
image is & perfect image of God; to achieve a fuller created representation
of the uncreated original, divine wisdom has made the created images
many and varied. Absolutely speaking, this manifold is more expressive
of the fullness of the original than any single created image. The manifold
was conceived by divine wisdom for that very purpose, and it remains
the greatest perfection that God produced in all epiritual creation.

To demand that, in order to be better absolutely than any of its parts,
the whole possess intensively the perfection of its parts, is to misunderstand
the nature and purpose of the whole.

uﬁmmﬂﬂmﬁdmhﬁmeﬁﬂmmoﬂm non tamen quod
ibet partem totius faciat umplmtar,nadnpﬂmm r-
vem ad totum: tolleretur enim bonitas animalis, ﬂqulhbutplmmucuhﬁ
dignitatem. Sic igitur et Deus totum universum eonstituit nphmum.

modum erestur®: non autem singulas creaturas, sed unam alia meliorem. Et ideo
dnmmﬂnmtumdmmrﬂmt Vﬂﬂﬂn.lhmwmd'mbm et gimiliter de
singulis: sed de omnibus simul dicitur: Vidil Dews cuncla qua fecerat, ef erant valde bona 1,

If the animal could not be better absolutely than its eye except by being
better intensively, then, in order to be superior to this single organ, the
entire animal would have to be an eye. Likewise, the universe itself
would have to have an intellect and will; it would have to be a proper image
of God. And since tnec per se de toto potest dici, et primo, quod non
convenit sibi ratione omnium partium», even the irrational part of the
universe would have to be in the image of God.

To this simplistic reasoning, St. Thomas answers:

Universum est perfectius in bonitate quam intellectualis creatura: extensive et diffusive.
Bed intensive et collective similitudo memmmMthi
creatura, quse est capax summi boni,

1. Ta, q47, 82, ad 1.
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Let us now read Father Eschmann’s paraphrase of this text.

8t. Thomas' solution nlt!wpmhhniumdm.nmplate.mdmperlul
balanced that it needs no explanation. Let us however try to paraphrase: W
i:lmme!i‘:eﬂnd,Le.moumuuimsgenlﬁnd.ﬂmwhohunirm.mm
intellactual creature? The whole universe is more like God «extensively and diffu-
sively.» Thlti:,ﬂrﬂumnﬁdﬂfﬂnﬂuthﬂummdfmuin-hndu[ﬂwﬂph
wm&mmwwn.m-mj that there is quantita-
tively more likeness in the whole than in the parts. But belfore you consider God as
umgnummtﬁ:ﬂlgnkntﬂmuﬂuhiqﬂimaﬂ[ﬂmqum;md His essence.

seollectivelys, i.e. considering the
is gathered together in one single point, a single intellectual substance far surpasses
everything w;m' pense, be said to be like God. intellectual
substance is, i only proper image of God.—DM,100-101.

Just what does my Opponent mean by: «there is quantitatively more
likeness in the whole than in its partss ? Does he mean that whether God
makes one image of Himself, or many, the difference is merely quantitative ?
That, absolutely speaking, there is no better expression of Himself when he
produces images many and varied, than when He produces a single one?
By his superficial understanding of the term sextensives ' Father Esch-
mann destroys the Thomistic doctrine of the reason why God made the
intellectual creatures many and varied.

1. Another applieation of this distinetion {intensive, extensive) is to be found in
the answer to the question: Utrum Deus principalius incarnatus fueril in remedinm
setualium peceatorum quam in remedium origi peccati.—I11a, q.1, s.4. We shall

ththumhmlmntﬂwbudrnfmquﬁahuwdlum ohjeetion and

ADSwWer,

«Tanto sutem principalius ad alienius peceati deletionem Christus venit, quanto
illud peccatum maius est. Dicitur autem maius aliquid dupliciter, Uno maodo,
intensive: sieut sst maior albedo qum est intensior. Et per hune modum maius est
smm notuale quam I:l'lﬁ frmle - uﬂ.ruh‘hﬂdg ratione voluntarii, ut in Secundo

eat.—Alio modo dieitur nﬂqui msius extensive: gient dicitur major albedo
qum est in maiori superfisie. Et hoo modo peceatum originale, per quod totum genus
humanum infleitur, est maius quolibet peceato actuali, quod est proprinm m
personm. Et quantum ad hoe, Christus principalius venit ad tollendum ina
Fﬂl‘lﬂ: inquantum bomum gentis divintus esl quom bonum unius, ut dieitur in

Eithie.v.

nr:ntuu b IlmIul;lIla'l:ni,m.-lflllII Compunctiona Cordis, k

t - tﬂhmﬂml ieit, de Com iona Cordis, hic exl affectua
wervi fidelis, wi beneficio domini sui communniler omnibus data sunt, quasi sibi soli
prasiita repulel: quasi emim de ae loquens Paulus ila seribil, ad Galal. 102 Drlezit
me, et tradidit semetipsum pro me, Sed propria peccats nostra sunt setualia: originale
enim est commune peccatum. Ergo hune affectum debemus habere, ul mstimemus
eum paliter propter sctualis peceata venisse, x .

tertinm respondetur dieendum qued, sicut us ibidem indueit,
verba illa dicebat Apostolus, nen quasi diminvere rolens am issima ef per orbem berrorum
diffusa Christi munera: sed ul pro aminibus a2 solum indicardd obnozium. Quid enim
interest si el aliis prastitic, cum qua tibi sunl prastita ita integra sunt e ilo ecla
quasi nulli olif ex Ma oliquid fuerit prastitum! Ex hoo ergo quod aliquis d sibi
reputare beneficia Christi prestita esse, non debet existimare quod non sint prastita
aliis. Etideo non excluditpr quin principalius venerit abolers peceatum totius natu-
ree quam peecatum unius persons. Sed illud peccatum commune ita porfects curatum
ost in unoquOQUe ac 5 in 0o solo esset curatum.— Et proterea. munhmm caritatis,
totum quod omnibus est im m, unusquisque debet sib beres.

In his commentary oo th article, Cajetan says: «. . . Auctor, explicando secundam
conclusionem et non primam, et addendo secundm conclusioni rationem, scilicet.
quia bonum gentis dimnius ef emingntiug est quam bonum unius, insinuavit eonclusionem
responsivam quasito simpliciter et absolute illam esse quam expressil in respansions
ad tertiom: ncipaliug vemil abolere peccatum fotius nolurae quam peccalum unius

muljl—ﬂu“ also F.C.E. BILLUART, Summa Soncti Thoma, tract. de Inearnatione,
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When we consider God ¢as He is in Himself the supreme good by
His essence® and the intellectual creature as «capable of being, by knowledge
and love, united with God as God is in Himself», the good in question is
beyond that universe to which the intellectual creature is compared as
a part to a whole. In this respect, the intellectual creature is not to
be considered formally as a part of the universe at all. Father Eschmann
had promised to
consider the of thi i s g TR
e e S e e e i
Now he suddenly shifts to the first part of the thesis and speaks as if I had
maintained that the intrinsic common good of the universe is to be ident-
ified with the absolutely ultimate good of the intellectual creatures, Why
does my Opponent do these things? He might have quoted la, I/#,q.2,
8.8, ad 2:
.. .Bi totum aliquod non sit ultimus finis, sed ordinetur ad finem ulteriorem, ultimus
finis partis non est ipsum totum, sed aliquid aliud. Universitas autem creaturarum,
ad quam comparstur homo ut pars ad totum, non est ultimus finis, sed ordinatur in
Deum gicut in ultimum finern. Unde bonum universi non est ultimus finis hominis,
ped ipse Deus.
But then it might be too obvious that, when stressing this aspect of the
intellectual creature «capax summi boni#, he is not confining himsell to
athe second part of this thesiss,

Because the comparison between the perfection of the universe as
a likeness to God and the perfection of the intellectual creature as scapax
summi boni», called for by the objection, is not an adequate comparison,
8t. Thomas adds:
Vel dicendum, quod non dividitur contra totum, sed contra aliam partem.
Unde cum dicitur quod sola natura intellectualis est ad imaginem Dei, non excluditur
quin universum secundum aliquam sui partem sit ad imaginem Dei; sed excluduntur
The universe may be said to be in the image of God, but only because of the
rational natures.
.. .Bimilitude divine bonitatis, quantum ad nobilissimas participationes ipsius,
non resultat in universo nisi ratione nobilissimarum partium ejus, que sunt intellec-
tuales nature: nee per se de toto potest diei, et primo, quod non econvenit sibi ratione
omnium partium, ut in VI Physic. dieitur fraqu-antar: et ideo universum non potest
diei imago Dei, sed intellectuslis natura!,

But here is Father Eschmann's paraphrase of the second part of
Bt. Thomas' answer:
The Angelic Doctor then continues, not ing another solution, but by streesi
& certain aspect of the same solution wﬁ?ﬂ&eimh; has been left aside. ﬁ
not the intellectual substances parts, ie. of course, principal, formal, constitutive,
primary, parts of the universe? Are they not, as it were, the sons of that great family
or economy of the universe of which God is the paterfamilias?® Are they not, just as
SONS Are, Very interested in the vicissitudes of that which is their possession

and heredltjr—dnﬁrl’?'he posseszion and heredity of each one of them, l.mutqul to
Holy Seripture (Matth. 24:47): «Buper omnis bons sus constituet eums7?** &

1. In IT Sent., d.16, q.1, 8.2, ad 3.
* ¢In Mela., xii, 12; De Veril., 5.5; De Spiril. Crasturis, art, 8.
** ¢Expos. in Ep. ad Kom., . 8, lect. 60
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statement, therefore, that the intellectual substance alone is ad imaginem Dei, mi
be by saying that the universe in one of its paris, and precisely in its
and foremost constitutive parts, is ad imaginem Dei. In this way a solution of the
problem is obtained which is most e¢Thomistics in that 1t takes account of
every possible aspect of the problem.—DM, 191

We shall not try to unravel in what sense this passage may be considered
as a paraphrase of 8t. Thomas' text. But whatever it may be as a para-
phrase, insofar as my Opponent turnsit against the second part of my thesis,
he is again exploiting his own confusion as I have already pointed out:
he confuses the good of the persons that is the universe, with the good
that is the persons; he confuses the persons as contributing to the essential
perfection of the universe (which perfection is, within this order, their
finis cujus gratia) with the persons considered as «for whom» (finis cus)
is the perfection of the universe. Why did he overlook this distinction 7

La substance intellectuelle étant «com iva totius entiss, étant une partie
de l'univers dans laquelle peut exister, la connaissance, la perfection de I'univers
tout entier, son bien le plus propre en tant qu'alle et une substance intellectuelle sera
le bien de l'univers, bien essentiellement commun. La substance intellectuelle n'est
pas ce bien comme elle est "univers selon la connaissance. En effet, il convient de
marquer ici la différence radicale entre ls connaissance et I'appétit: ‘le connu est dans
le connaissant, le bien est dans les choses’. 8i, comme le connu, Je bien était dans
I'simant, nous serions A nous-mémes le bien de 'univers.—BC,13.

C'est done tout autre chose de dire que les créatures raisonnables sont gouvernées
et ordonnées pour elles-mémea, et de dire qu'elles le sont & elles-mémes et pour leur bien
gingulier: elles sont ordonnées pour elles-mémes au bien commun. Le bien commun
utpourdlurmaiullm pour elles comme bien commun, Les créatures raisonnables
peuvent atteindre elles-mémes de manidre explicite le bien auquel toutes choses sont
ordonnées; elles différent I des créatures irraisonnables, qui sont de purs instru-
ments, qui sont utiles t et qui n'atteignent pas elles-mémes de maniére expli-
cite le bien universel auguel elles sont ordonnées. Et c'est en cela que consiste la
dignité de la nature raisonnable.—BC,35,

-..La créature raisonnable, en tant qu'elle peut elle-méme atteindre & la fin de la
manifestation de Dieu au dehors, existe pour elle-mfme. Les créatures irraisonnables
n'existent que cet dtre qui pourra lui-méme atteindre & cette fin qui ne fut qu'im-
licitement la leur. L'homme est la dignité qui est Jeur fin, Mais, cels ne veut pas

thmﬁ@enmﬁhmﬁmhdﬁﬂdamém“pmmﬂ u'elle eat
elle-méme In dignité pour laquelle elle existe. tire sa dignité de la fin uelle
elle peut et doit atteindre; sa dignité consiste en oo qu'elle peut atteindre & la fin de
e v e e Gy IS, o ot S T
savoir, pour e d' | i "univers n'est pas pour elles
comme &i celles-c1 étaient la fin pour laquelle il est. 11 est le bien de chacune d'elles
en tant qu'il est leur bien comme bien commun.—BC, 38,

Bince the good of the universe is the same apour chacune d'elless, since
it is a good which does not belong to one person to the exclusion of the other
person, it is strictly a common good. In support of this position I might
have quoted the very text my Opponent levels at me (DM,191, n.15):
Inter omnes. .. partes universi exeellunt sancti Dei, ad quorum quemlibet pertinst
quod dicitur Matth. xxiv: Super omnic bona sua constituel eum. Et ideo quicquid
seccidit, vel cirea ipsos vel alias res, totum in bonum eorum cedit:...!,

Let us now turn to section III of Father Eschmann's article, which
he has seen fit to entitle: «Professor De Koninck's notion of God»,

1. In Ep. ad Romanos, 0.8, lect.6.
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Let us be certain that we grasp clearly the distinction between a
common good and a proper good. The proper good of one person is never
the proper good of another person;the proper good of the one iz never the
proper good of another; if the good aimed at by one person be a proper good,
it is impossible for it to be the proper good of another, for the good in these
two cases differs by a numerical distinetion. A proper good may indeed
be spoken of as common to many persons, but we are then using the term
#common® in the sense of scommon according to predication».—BC 54-55.
The following objection and answer, taken from I'n IV Sent., d.49, q.1,
a.1, ga 1, obj.3, and =el.1, ad 3, are to the point:

Preteren, quanto aliquod bonum est communius, tanto divinius, ut patet in
I Ethic., cap.l. Sed bonum corporsle communius est quam spirituale: quia corporale
ad plantas et animalia bruta extendit, non autem gpirituale. Ergo corporale bonum
spirituali preeminet; et ita in corporalibus bonis magis est beatitudo querenda.

Ad tertium dicendum, quod dupliciter aliquid dicitur esse commune. Uno modo
per predicationem; hujusmodi sutem commune non est idem numero in diversis
repertum; et hoe modo habet bonum corporis, communitatem.  Alio modo est aliquid
commune secundum participationem unius et ejusdem rei secundum numerum; et
h®e communitas maxime potest in his que ad animam pertinent, inveniri; quia
ipsam attingitur ad id quod est commune bonum ommnibus rebus, scilicel Deum,; et i

ratio non procedit.

When St. Thomas asserts that God is a common good, he means a good
which is numerically one, yet which can be the end of many.

Bonum particulare ordinatur in bonum commune sicut in finem: esse enim partis
est propter esse totius; unde et bonum gentis est divinius quam bonum unius hominis.
Bonum autem summum, quod est Deus, est bonum commune, eum X e0 universorum
bonum dependeat: bonum autem quo quelibat res bona est, est bonum particulare
ipeius et aliorum qum ab ipso dependent. Omnes igitur res ordinantur sicut in finem
in unum bonum, quod est Deus?,

The most striking text my Opponent quotes (DM, 195) against the
first part of my thesis, that namely, which maintains that with respect to
any created person God is most properly a8 common good, consists undoubt-
edly in the nine words he has extracted from the Q.D. de Caritate, 8.5, ad 4:

Bonum commune non est objectum earitatis, sed summum bonum,

Does the expression bonum commune stand for a bonum commune in
pradicando, or for a bonum commune in causando? That we can hardly
know without taking a look at the context. The complete text, the objection
and the answer, will settle this difficulty. The problem St. Thomas is
discussing is: Utrum earilas sit virlus specialis.

4. Preterea, bonum est objectum generale omnium virtutum: nam virtus est
que bonum facit habentem, et opus ejus bonum reddit. Sed bonum est objectum
caritatis, Ergo caritas habet objectum generale; et ita est generalis virtus.

Hence, according to this objection, the object of the theological virtue
of charity would be the general good sought by all the virtues, that is, the
good which is predicable of the object of any virtue. To this 5t. Thomas

ANSWErS:

1. Conira Gentes, I1I, 2.17.
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Ad quartom dicendum, quod bonum commune non est objectum caritatis, sed
summum bonum; et ideo non sequitur quod caritas sit generalis virtus, sed quod sit
summa virtutum.

Concerning this text my Opponent commits several gross errors.
Those nine words cannot be lifted from their context without rendering
them hopelessly ambiguous. For, the «common good» of this text is to be
taken, not as the common good of persons, but as the good common to the
different virtues nor is it a commune in causando, but ¥n pradicando and
in essendo. If the sbonum communes of this text were to be understood
a5 & commune secundum pirlulem or in causando (the objection shows that
it is not), we should then conclude that charity is a general virtue.

A glance at the reply which 8t. Thomas elsewhere offers to a similar
question will suffice to make this last point clear. Ddiscussing the nature
of general justice, (IJa I'T=, q.58, a.6, c.) he asks: Ulrum justilia, secundum
quod est generalis, #il idem per essentiam cum omni virlule. The first two
objections of this article had referred to two statements from Eihics, V, c.1:
avirtus et justitia legalis est eadem omni virfuli, esse aulem non esi idemn,
and Ijl.:l.Bﬁ.t.il. prmdmt.n .non esl pars virtulis, sed lola virfusy,

ulnde generale dicitur l.ll.qmd dupliciter. TUno modo, per
mltmmn gicut an est

E!d generale ad hominem et equum et ad alia hu;mnd:.
hmmudngm:h“}mmt quod sit idem essentialiter cum his ad que est
Elm‘tu: essentiam speciei et cadit in definitione eius.— modo

ahquuimmhmgdmn virtutem: sicut causa universalis est generalis ad
omnes effectus, ut sol ad omnia corpors, que illuminantur vel immutantur per vir-
tutem ipsius. Et hoe modo generale non oportet quod sit idem in essentin cum his
ad que est generale: quis non est eadem essentia causm et effectus.

Hoe sutem modo, seoundum predicta, tia legalis dicitur esse virtus generalis:
mmunh:mulhmt—mﬂmntmﬂnnm Imhmndmumﬂm.qmdutmm
per imperium omnes alias virtutes. Sicut enim carilas polesi dici virtus generalis
snquantum ordingl actus omnium virtulum ad bonum dirinum, ita etiam justitia legalis
mmhmordmﬂuhumnmmnrhﬂumndbmummmmm Sicut ergo caritas,
qus respicit bonum divinum ut proprium objectum, est quedam specialis virtus
secundum suam essentiam; lt.l.nul.m,:tnhhn{q;llu apeuﬂuwtunmundum
susm essentiam, secundum quod respicit commune bnnum ut proprium objectum.
Et gic est in plmupnpn.nﬂpllltcr et quasi architectonice; in subditis autem secundario
et quasi ministrative

Poluthmnnquﬂhntvwhm,mndumqundapmimhwtuh.mmhqmﬂm
in essentia, generali autem secundum virtutem, ordinatur ad bonum commune, dici
Jmﬁhnhgl.lu. Et hoe modo justitin, legalis est idem in essentia cum omni
virtute, differt autem ratione. hoe modo loquitur Philosophus.

It should be noted that, even when we call the theological virtue of
charity a general virtue in this sense, we do so, not because it has as its
object a good communicable to many persons, but because charity sordinat
actus omnium virtutum ad bonum divinum»s. Hence Father Eschmann’s
quotation, if rightly understood, is not even concerned with the position
he attacks.

Nor is this all, for it can be readily shown how his misinterpretation
of the words «bonum commune» in this phrase of which he makes so much,
leads him into impossible difficulties. That it may be quite clear the ad-
versary is being done no injustice, let me make one or two preliminary
remarks to establish beyond doubt that he does understand this term in
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the sense which we are attributing to him. I will ask the reader to recall
that throughout my own essay I most unambiguously use the expression
scommon good# for & bonum commune in causando; let us note, moreover,
that all my quotations from St. Thomas concern this good and that I
maintain God is most formally a good in this sense. Now this is, of course,
precisely the position Father Eschmann attacks: so that when he finally
brings forth this text from De Caritate, 8.5, ad 4, as a climactic littera
Sancti Thoms, it is impossible that, in the phrase bonum commune non esl
objectum caritalis, sed summum bonum, he can be taking bonum commune
to mean anything other than bonum commune in causando. Consequently,
when 8t, Thomas elsewhere expressly says that every creature naturally
loves God more than itsell because He is their common good, and that this
also holds true for love according to the theological virtue of charity, my
Opponent is compelled to maintain that in such passages, God is understood
to be & common good only «in & certain sense».—DM, 195.

Then to prove this interpretation by the liltera Sancti Thoma, Father
Eschmann quotes three entire words from Ia, q.60, 8.5, ad 5: «quoddam
[ 1] bonum communes'. Anyone sufficiently acquainted with Latin, will
know that when those three words slone are taken, it is impossible to de-
termine the meaning of «quoddams». It may be intended as an indefinite
prongun, «a certain one» or simply «a»—in which case we would translate
#a common goods—aor it may be taken as an adjective meaning fas 1t were®,
#80 to speaks, or sin a certain sensen”®? The first is the principal meaning
of #quoddamp», and St. Thomas most frequently uses it in this sense, as any
one familiar with his text must know?®. But let us turn to the context
of this extremely suecinet quotation which Father Eschmann has taken
from the article: Utrum Angelus naturali dilectione diligal Deum plus quam
seipsum.

Ad quintum dicendum quod, cum in Des sit unum ef idem efus substaniia ef bonum
commune, omnes qui vident ipsam Dei essentiam, eodem motu dilectionis moveniur
in ipsam Dei essentiam prout est ab aliis distincts, et secundum guod est quoddam
Bonum commune. Et quis inquantum es! bonum commune, naturaliler amatur ab ommnibus;
quicumque videt eum per essentiam, impossibile est quin diligat ipsum. Sed illi
qui non vident essentiam ejus, cognoscunt eum per aliquos culares effectus, qui
interdumn eorum voluntati contrariantur. Et sic hoeo dicuntur odio habers
Deum: cum tamen, inquantum est bonwm commie omniem, unumguodque naturaliter
diligat plus Deum gquam seipeum.

1. The exelamation point is Father Eschmann’s.

2, Ben, I mnﬂflﬁ,‘ﬂrﬂh':dmﬂhﬁ? Composition. Edited and
rovised...... byﬂi F. r:‘mar'l'wwm,Ilr Gr:m a.Tx:’T {."‘g.. London, Na:v York,
Toronto, 1938, p.205, paragr.361,—or any elementary Latin grammar.

3. I quoted s text (BC, 24; 174, n.5) which should have been s warning: «Est
sutem gquoddam bonum commune quod portinet ad hune vel ad illum inquantum est

alicujus totius, siout ad militem, inquantum est exercitus, ot ad eivem,
inquantum est pars civifalis;... »—De Carifale, 8.4, ad 2. Does Bt. Thomas mean
that the sommon good of the citizen is & common good only in a certain sense 7 When
Bt. Thomas says: averum est quoddam bonumy, doea he mean that it is & only
in & certain sonss, that is, not g:argorly ? My Opponent's faulty Latin would destroy
the entirs Aristotelian and Thomistis dostrine of the speculative and tieal in-
tellect, and more Iy the absolute primacy of the tive. . Ta, q.B2,
8.3, ad 3; (ibid.. CAJETAR, n0.21-24); ikid., ad, ad 1; De Ve, q.14, 8.4, o; In 111
Sent., d.23, q.2, 8.3, #0l.2, ad 3.
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My Opponent does not realize that, besides making the gratuitous
assumption that equoddam» must mean «in a certain sense», he is implicitly
accusing St. Thomas of constructing a syllogism with four terms'. For
unless «honum universales is a ehonum communes in the strict sense
(ecum in Deo sit unum et idem ejus substantia et bonum communes), the
whole proof of this article 5 is sophistical. The same holds for the following
texts:

mr omnis plus quam seipsum, est naturale non solum angelo et
hnmtm. sed etiam cuilibet creaturs, secundum quod potest amare aut sensibiliter aut
naturaliter. Inclinationes enim naturales maxime cognosei possunt in his qus natura-
liter aguntur abeque rationis deliberatione; sic enim agit unumquodque in natura, sicut
Emm natum est agi. Videmus autem quud unaqusque pars naturali quadam i in-

tione operatur ad bonum totius, etiam cum periculo sut detrimento proprio:
ut patet cum aliquis manum exponit gladio ad defensionem capcﬂ.m ex quo d:upmdﬂ
salus totius corporis. Unde naturale esf ui qualibel pars moda plus amel iolum
gquam seipsam. Unde atumundumhmcmtunimmchmbom et secundum
ticam virtutem bunmﬂmnﬁrlmwmuhwﬂ_pﬂmtpmbnmwmmum ani-
!uhmeﬂ-aumquﬂdbemndbmumm&ﬂhmmwndmpmﬁ H
unde qualibel creatura suo mode naturaliler plus amal Deum quam seipsam; i
quidem naturaliter, bruta vero animalia sensitive, creatura vero rationalis per in-
tellectivum amorem, que dilectio dicitur?,

L Hm is 8t. Thomas' proof in the body of the article: «Sed falsitas huius opi-
mionis (seil. angelus naturali dileetione plus diligit se quam Deum), manifeste apparet,
Hi quis rebus naturalibus consideret quid res naturaliter moveatur: inelinatio enim
naturalis in his qum sunt sine ratione, demonstrat inelinationem naturalem in voluntate
intelleotualis naturm., Unumqundgua autem in rebus naturalibus, quod secundum
paturam hoe i quod ast, altorins est, principalius et magis mhuﬂur in id euius
est, quam in seipsum. Et hee inelinatio naturalis demonstratur ex his que naturaliter
aguntur; quin unumguedgue, sieul ur naluraliler, sic aplum Mhm eat agi, ut dicitur
In Il Physic. Videmus enim quod naturaliter pars se exponit, ad conservationsm
totius: sicut manus aitur jetui, absque deliberatione, ad conservationem totius

ie. Et guia ratio imitatur naturam, huiunsmedi inelinationem invenimus in
virtutibus politieis: sat enim virtuosi eivis, ut se exponat mortis perieulo pro totius
ndp'nh;l&un muﬂmnnrnliunu. ot si homo essot naturalis pars huius eivitatis, hee inelinatio
easot o nat ¥

1Qn1n Eﬂwm‘lm universale est ipse Deus, et sub hoe bono continetur etiam
ot ommnis u'ﬂtun. quis omnis creaturs naturaliter, secundum id
qundui Dﬂ-ﬂt .Emmrqq mdﬂmhuualmmulﬂhﬂmﬂuﬂ
'13:: m quam mmm.--ﬁhn-%l::: gi naturaliter plus l)‘:r-m:m
l]_'[l.l.‘l'.‘l!l. m, sequerstur quod naturalisd o st pu'v-arn ot qu
per caritatem, sed destruereturs.—The other answers to the
n conirarium are also relevant to our problem.
tAd primum dissnd el ratioill pmudﬂi his qus uo dividuntur,
orum nnum Mm altari :Fll.nl.:::ﬂlmﬂj n.bm.i » in tali mnunmqnudqu
t naturaliter saipsum quam alterum, i ml:um eat magis aibi ips
am alteri. Sed in WOrum unum est tots existendi et bonitatis m-llil
itur naturaliter tale l?'mm quamn ipsum ; sieut dietum eat quod umu-quw
diligit naturaliter totum plus quam se. Et quodlibet singulsre naturaliter t
ﬂm bonum sus ndo}ﬁm wmnuhm-m Mwﬁrdﬂm;
1 nnius speeie, psumn aniversala plicitor umgquod
suo modo naturaliter diligit Deum plus qmﬁmml -
tAd tertium dieendum quod natura tur in seipsam non solum quanium
ldidqnndmdduuhu,:ﬂ multo magis quantum ad sommunes: inclinatur enim
mﬁ ad conservandum non solum sunm individuum, sed etinm susm
mmlﬂlhbﬂumﬂmhuﬁuﬂwmmwdthuqm-t
universale simpliciters.
u.,dqum-h:m nmﬁ:ndﬂmmﬁmﬂﬂ:ﬂiﬁmm-m
dependst omns ab unoguoque. Inquan-
tum vero est bonum omnes supernaturali beatitudine, sie
diligitur dilections nﬂ‘l‘li-hll-
2, Quodlibetum I, q.4, &.8, e.



45 LAVAL THEOLOGIQUE ET PHILOBOFPHIQUE

...Diligere autem Deum super omnia est quidem connaturale homini; et etiam
cuilibet creaturs non solum rationali, sed irrationali et etism inanimate, secundum
modum amoris qui unicuique creature competers potest. Cujus ratio est quia
unicuique naturale est quod appetat et amet aliquid, secundum mm natum

ic enim agi! unumquodque, prou! aplum natum est, ut dici Physic.
Manifestum esf autem quod bonum pariis st bonium folivs. Unde etinm naturali
appetitu vel amore unaqu#que res icularis amat bonum suum ium propler
bonum commune totius universi, quod est Deus. Unde et Dionysius dicit, in lib. de
Diirin. Nomin, quod Dews converfyl omnia ad amorem sui ipsivs. Unde homo in statu
nature integre dilectionern sui ipsius referebat ad amorem Dei sicut ad finem, et
gimiliter dilectionern omnium aliarum rerum. Et ita Deum diligebat plus quam
seipsum, et super omnia, Sed in statu nature corrupte homo ab hoe deficit secundum
appetitum voluntatis rationalis, que propter corruptionem nature sequitur bonum
privatum, nisi sanetur per gratiam Deil.

To show that, according to charity, we must love God more than
ourselves, St. Thomas uses the same reason.

Respondeo dicendum quod a Deo duplex bonum sccipere possumus: scilicet
bonum nature, et bonum gratie. Super communieatione sutem bonorum naturalium
nobis & Deo facta fundatur amor naturalis, quo non solum homo in sum integritate
nature super omnia diligit Deum et plus quam seipsum, sed etiam queelibet creatura
suo modo, idest vel in vel rationali vel animali, vel saltem naturali amore,
mthpi&ﬂﬂﬂhqu:mpﬂﬁﬂnemt:qunwmmﬂﬂnﬂmm
commune bomum lofius quam parficulore bonum proprium, manifestatur ex
opere: quelibet enim pars habet inclinationem principalem ad actionem communem
utilitati totius. Apparet etiam hoe in politicis virtutibus, secundum quas cives pro
MWﬂﬁmemdmmm.ﬂUm

U e R0 n - hotts. que § iturm‘m“ eati
donorum gratie. Etﬁmawimm&dmm , qui sl bonum

qui beatitud tici h

Ad primum dicendum quod Philosophus (tamicabilia sunt ad alterum
vmntumiﬂbﬂfnmqumtdaﬁmmt}ihqﬁmd:ﬂ.ﬁbﬂhq@m
ad alterum in quo bonum quod est objectum amicitie invenitur secundum aliquem
particularem modum: non autem de amicabilibus que sunt ad alterum in quo bonum

Mmundumaim&umqtm&bonumhﬁmdﬂigﬂquidmpu'mndumqmd
est gibi conveniens: non autem e quod bonum fotius ad se referat, sed polius ila guod
seipsam refert in bonum lotius.

Ad tertium dicendum quod hoe quod aliquis velit frui Deo, pertinet ad amorem
quo Deus amatur amore concupiscentim. Magis sutem amamus Deum amore ami-
citim quam amore concupiscentis: quia maius est in se¢ bonum Dei quam participare
poumw,frw:du-:pm t ideo mimpliciter homo magis diligit Deumn ex cantate
quam seipsum 3,

My Opponent simply does not realize that the notion of common good

is an analogical notion. That is why, when we call God a common good,
he will allow it to be a common good only «in a certain sense».

But we do maintain that, for any intellectual creature, God can never
be aught than a common good. Nor need there be any hesitation in
declaring that to prescind from the superabundant and inexhaustible
communicability of divine goodness to other persons, amounts to prescind-

1. fa I'l=, q.108, 8.3, .
2. Ethics, IX, o4,
3. Ila IT=, q.26, a.3. Bes Cuspran's commentary.
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ing from the infinite plenitude of divine goodness. There is a solid argu-
ment for this profound truth which it is not difficult to defend against the
attack which Father Eschmann makes by means of a quotation taken from
Ia Il#, q.4, a8, ad 3 (DM, 196, n.20):

Bi esset una sola anima fruens Deo, beata esset, non habens proximum quem diligerst.

My Opponent might have mentioned that I used this very objection, and
might have tried to refute my answer:

4. La béatitude de la personne singulidre ne dépend pas de la communication

ﬂumhﬁumduiplumm D plus, il faut aimer Dieu en premier lieu et le pro-
ez conseguenti. Done le caractére commun de la béatitude est secondaire:

celle-ci est d'abord et en premier le bien de la personne singuliére,

Nous répondons que si de soi la béatitude de la personne
pas de la communiea ﬁnﬁmtmﬂuduuthh&h'md:lgtmn,dhnmdépﬂ
moing de son essentielle communicabilité & plusieurs. Ia raison en est la mnbﬂn-
dembmqu'mhhhhtudn.utmmmwhhu bien singulier de
PETsOnne. péché des sngrmmuhiwuhwmtmmmmﬂul
bien propre. L’homme péche quand il veut le bien de l'intelligence commensu-
au bien privé. Dés lors, quand méme une seule personne jowirait de Ia béati-
elle a raison de partie en face de ee bien surabondant: méme si

elle pour en jouir, jamais |a personne singulidre ne pourrait consi-
bien comme le sien singulier.—BC, 55-56.

ppelons encore une fois que le bien commun est dit commun dans sa surabon-
et dans son incommensurabilité au bien singulier. Or le bien proprement divin
si grand qu'il ne pourrait pas dtre le bien propre, méme de la eréation tout entidre:

gardera toujours en quelque fagon raison de partie. 11 est trés vrai qu'en face

du bien commun la personne lidre peut le dire ‘mien’, mais il n'est pas pour cela

lpwpnéthpemmmme singulier. l.ebunquelle dit ‘mien’ n'est pas

En.zrelle prise comme fin. B5'l &ait tel, le bien qu'est la personne elle-mbme serait
ﬁnpnurhque]hllutwul'u—ﬂ-ﬂﬁﬁ

Why is God so insistent that we love our neighbour? Why does our
very salvation depend upon the love of our neighbour? If any man say:
I love God, and hateth his brother; he isa liar'. 1t can surely be only because
it is impossible to love God as He isin Himself without loving Him in His
communicability to others, If God had created and beatified but a single
intellectual creature, He would still have to be loved in His communicability
to other intellectual creatures. God is the bonum universale simpliciter.
There can never be a proportion of equality between this infinite good
and the intellectual creature’s capacity for beatitude. The divine good
can never be other than a common good for the ereature, To prescind
from the inexhaustible communicability of the divine good to others,
whether it is actually communieated or not, is to prescind from the bonum
universale itsell,

When St. Thomas says that God is a common good according to His
substance, he does not mean that God is a common good with respect to
Himeself, nor that the actual diffusion of His goodness to others is of the
very nature of God; the Angelic Doctor means that it is of the very nature
of God to be a common good for any creature He freely chooses to create.
A similar distinction must be made in connection with the following text
from Illa, q.1, a.1, c.: Ulrum fueri! conveniens Deum incarnars.

.
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1. 1 Jeo., iv, 20,
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Respondeo dicendum quod unicuique rei conveniens est illud quod competit
sibi secundum raticnem propris naturs: sicut homini conveniens est ratiocinari quia
hoe eonvenit sibi inquantum est rationalis secundum suam naturam. Ipsa autem
natura Dei est bonitas: ut patet per Dionysium, 1 cap. de Dis. Nom. Unde quidquid
pertinet ad rationem boni, conveniens est Deo.

Pertinet autem ad rationem boni ut se aliis communicet: ut patet per Dionysium,

v cap. de Div. Nom. Unde ad rationem summi boni pertine :ﬂgw;d summo modo #e
creaturs communicet. Quod quidem maxime fit per hoe quod naturam creafam sic
sibi conjungil ul una persona fial ex tribus, Verbo, amima ef carne; sicut dieit Augustinus,
XIII de Trin. Unde manifestum est quod conveniens fuit Deum incarnaril.
Just as we say that «ad rationem summi boni pertinet quod summo modo
ge ereaturs communicets, we say also that it is of the very nature of the
divine good to be a common good. We cannot love the bonum universale
except as the common good, that is, the good which incommensurably
surpasses anything which might be the proper good of a creature and which,
because of its very infinity, is communicable to others as bonum universale.
If God could be the proper good (proper as opposed to common) of any
created person, He could not be the good of another person. Bonum unius
person singularis non est finis alterius®.  If our ultimate end were a proper
good, we ourselves would be our ultimate end. Why doesmy Opponent
choose to overlook the text I quoted (BC, 24-25; 174-175) from De Caritate,
a4, ad 2? The objection was:

... Philosophus dieit in IX Ethic. (cap,vi, parum a prine.), quod amicabilia que
sunt ad slterum, venerunt ex amicabilibus que sunt ad seipsum. Bed id quod est

gipiup:atum,utpoﬁﬁmuminumquﬂqmm: Ergo homo ex caritate
Ei;:t seipsum tamquam principale objectum, et non

To this 8t. Thomas answers:

...Quod eum amor respiciat bonum, secundum diversitatem boni est diversitas
amoris, Est autem quoddam bomum proprium alicujus hominis in quantum est
singularis persona; et quanium ad dilectionem respicieniem hoc bonum, unusquisque est
sibt principale obj dilectionis. Est sutem quoddam bonum commune quod pertinet
od hunec vel ad illum in quantum est pars alicujus lotius, sicut ad militem, in quantum
est pars exercitus, et ad civem, in quantum est pars civitatis; et quantum ad dilectionem
respicientem hoe bonum, principale objectum dilectionis est illud in quo principaliter
illud bonum consistit, sicut bonum exercitus in duce, et bonum avitatis in rege;
unde ad officium boni militis pertinet ut etiam salutem susm negligat ad conservandum
bonum ducis, sicut etiam homo naturaliter ad conservandum caput, brachium exponit;
et hoc modo caritas respicil wicul principale objectum, bomum divinum, quod pertinet ad
Wmﬁm Mmm;uﬂﬂﬂhﬂ?ﬂ:l!l
diligimus que nobiscum ﬁtudgm participare possunt, ut Augustinus dicit in
lib. de Doctrina Chrisfiona.

What does wet hoc modo» stand for? Is it not unmistakably opposed
to the love of the «bonum proprium alicujus hominis in quantum est sin-
gularis persona» ? It is difficult to understand how Father Eschmann can
manage so explicitly to contradict the littera Sancti Thomz, and to be so
unaware of destroying the very root of chanty toward our neighbour,
which is the divine good prout est bealitudinis objectum.

1. Bes CareTan's commentary, n.6.—Alse o [le, q.1, ad, ad 1, with com-
mentary by the same.

2, Ila Il=, q.58, a0, ad 3.
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L-atmnulrtumtnhudutﬂbnlp:mtmyund:mtt-thmfrum

ey Foud vy

Father Eschmann has not quoted the relevant text in its entirety.
Strangely enough, he omits the most important section. Here is the com-
plete text of the passages I had already quoted both in French and in Latin:

Pmmmmtmbonmbﬂmmuu‘pmutdlmm secundum quod homo
diversimode itur, Nam;lmpnumbunumhnma.mmqmtumhnmn est bonum
rationis, eo homini esse est rationale esse. Bonum sutem hominis secundum

ita cum homo per dm:u.m%:‘ ldlmtu.ulrmmmd clestis beatitudinis,
qunmvim:uutinuunnu i tar societali
que voeatur celestis Jerusalem Eph:.l:l, 9: Eslis cives

ddmmﬂm Uudnhummlncldmlummm pctuntqund'm_w-htu

wl habeatur ef , mom uﬂhnmpdm:m : quia sic eliam aliquis lyrannus
amal borm m.{:nmm.mrmm%
; #ild enim {pai hoe bonum concupiscil, non civilali, Sed amare bonum

morlis el bomum. Sic igitur amare bonum quod o beatis
wﬁapdmﬂhhm-ndm.m;mhmnunbnuum#m
&mm. etiam mali illud ; sed amare illud bonum secundum se,

ud undatur, uuwmmmw,hmﬂmw
societatem bealorum; ef e est carilas, quae Deum per se diligit, et
WNMWM sicul seipsos.

{*) Father Eschmann's quotation begins hare.
[ **) thunuﬂmmd:h-_
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How could 8t. Thomas state more clearly that in order to love the
thonum divinum, prout est beatitudinis objectum», it is not enough to
love it tut habeatur et possideaturs, for this is the way tyrants love the
common good; we must love it ¢secundum se, ut permaneat et diffundaturs.
Even the wicked have the kind of love of the divine good which my Opponent
advocates: samare bonum quod a beatis participatur ut habeatur vel
possideatur, non facit hominem bene se habentem ad beatitudinem, quia etiam
mali illud bonum concupiscunts. To urge that God is to be loved as the
object of beatitude, yet not loved as the divine good «secundum se, ut
permaneat et diffundaturs, would be to defend a most perverted form of
selfishness.

And now for Father Eschmann's interpretation of as much of the
arelevant text®» as he quotes:

Is it true that St. Thomas taught, as Professor De K. would have us to believe,
that the object of our beatitude, the very first and essential element of our ordination
to God, is the divine good, insofsr as this good is a common good, constituting, first
and foremost, a society (samor boni communis toti societati, quod est bonum divinum,
Eraut. est beatitudinis objectum’)? By no means]! This interpretation is false.
t.ﬂmm'umlmmtinljmﬂeﬂaﬂm,hmﬂ-.wﬂm i.e. by comparing
two highest each taken in its own order, not, properly ing, two common
goode. The hi good of the earthly city is called & common good. i
or definition of it is given in this text. Bt. Thomas is here on socis
metaphysics or political philosophy, but on charity; and the example of the city is
only used as an argumenium ad hominem. To the _mtJdmudtnmE;mm-

%
i
i

i in
lqunddm[!]bnnmmmmﬂ,ﬂt.ﬂmnumwo,atthamhhap
from over-extendi weﬁyﬂa_md,1mmﬂ];mqm To confuse
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Just what does my Opponent mean by & tcommon good, constituting,
first and foremost, a society» ? Is he again forcing upon me his own totalita-
rian notion of common good and society ? From the section of the text
which he does not quote, it is clear what St. Thomas means by «amor boni
communis toti societati, quod est bonum divinum, prout est beatitudinis
objectum». The article aims to show tquod caritas absque dubio virtus
ests. (Ibid., circa princ). A virtue requires the love of the good for which
it operates. But the supernatural divine good cannot be reached by a
natural virtue and hence the necessity of the infused virtues, tad quarum
debitam operationem preexigitur amor boni communis toti societati, quod
est bonum divinum, proul est beatitudinis objectum». And this is the good
which is the proper object of the virtue of charity. Now, because this
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divine good, prowt esl beatifudinis objectum, is a common good, it is not to be
loved merely «ut habeatur et possideaturs, for the evil, too, desire it in
this manner, and such love of the divine good is not charity. If St.
Thomas understood the expression ebonum commune tol societatis in
Father Eschmann's sense, his reasoning, besides using four terms, would
prove that charity is & virtue by means of a secondary object, namely, the
love of our neighbour. Furthermore, the obligation to love our neighbour
is not the reason why the divine good is a common good; nor does it become
& common good because of the actual existence of the tbeata societass,
but because the object of charity is a common good, that is, a good which
because of its very superabundance is communicable to others, and because
it is esecundum se» communicable to others we must also love all those who
are capable of beatitude. The principal object of charity is thus the reason
of the secondary object. And this reason why we must love our neighbour
is prior to our neighbour as well as to our act of loving him. Because
the love of our neighbour follows from the true love of God, the former is,
for us, a test of the latter. Unless we love God #secundum se, ut permaneat
et diffundaturs—and this means to love Him as a common good, we simply
do not love Him by charity. We must love the universal good as a
common good, otherwise we shall not truly love the universal good; we
shall love it merely «ut habeatur et possideatur», that is, in the manner in
which tetiam mali illud bonum eoncupiscunts.

Father Eschmann suggests that athe example of the city is only used
as an argumenium ad hominem». Setting aside the problem of the identity
of the homo to whom it is said to be addressed, let us merely try to determine
what 8t. Thomas is seeking to prove in this article. He is teaching that cha-
rityis a virtue : equod caritasnon solum est virtus, sed potissima virtutums,
(Itid.,in fine). Now he plainly must have some reason for using the example
of the city. The comparison between the earthly city and the heavenly
must strengthen his argument in some way. It follows that, in his mind,
the two have something in common; and, in fact, they must have something
in common if his proof is to be valid. In a word, what St. Thomas estab-
lishes here is that the divine good, prout est beatitudinis objectum, must be
loved as the good citizen loves the good of the earthly city; and this means
that it must be loved tut permaneat et difundatur», and not, like the tyrant,
fut habeatur et possideaturs.

My Opponent's equoddam bonum communes and his ehonum commune
non est objectum caritatiss have been sufficiently exposed. So, let us
pass immediately to what he says regarding supernatural general justice.
When he writes off-hand: «Considered as a common good, the highest good
of the Heavenly City would be, indeed, the object of supemnatural general
justice, not of charity», he reveals a strange understanding of the nature
and object of infused moral virtues, «per quas homines bene se habent in
ordine ad hoe quod sint cives sanclorum ef domestici Dein’. Bince infused
general justice is not a theological virtue, God could not possibly be that

1. fa I'l=, q.63, a4, .
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common good which is the object of justice. God is the norm and the ulti-
mate end of infused justice, but this does not make Him its object. Im
the text under discussion, 8t. Thomas is speaking of the proper object of the
theological virtue of charity, of the samor boni communis toti societati,
quod [bonum commune | est bonum divinum, prout est beafifudinis ob-
jectums. By this virtue we love the divine good wsecundum se, ut per-
maneat et diffundaturs—uet hec est caritas, que Deum per se diligit, et
proximos qui sunt capaces beatitudinis, sicut seipsos»., And this has for-
mally nothing to do with any kind of justice. Nor has charity toward our
neighbour anything to do, in the present discussion, with the proper object
of justice whether acquired or infused. Ewven in tha love of our neighbour
the divine good is the «ratio formalis objectis.

dﬂﬂm ultimum, utexmpuldl?b# ngp:'“m,pim mmmm
Deum non ut rationem formalem objeeti, sed ut ultimum finem; et ideo, cum dicitur
quod caritas diligit proximum propter Deum, illud propler denotat non nium CAUSAM

materislemn, sed quodammodo formalem. Cum autern dicitur de aliis virtutibus
qundnpuanturpmptﬂ]}mm illud propter denotat cangam finalem tantum 1.

If, asmy Opponent suggests, the distinction between sbonum commune
toti societatis and ebonum commune totius societatis» is significant, its
significance would be to bring out more clearly that we are treating of the
separated common good which is the object of charity, and not of the in-
trinsic, created, finite common good of the heavenly city toward which
we become well disposed by the infused moral virtues.

Was it the Thief! Thief! method which prompted my Opponent to say
that,

the disclosure of such method of with & text would
mem no further lm?mm uﬂﬂw m‘t‘ or of the
teaching based upon it.—DM,194,

Father Eschmann is ineffable.

Indeed I recognize the distinet though unenvied polemic advantage
of his faulty Latin, his shallow acquaintance with philosophy and theology
when allied to such unclouded confidence. His article has produced the
proper rejoicing in personalist quarters, but what is more important, it has
disturbed and poisoned by anticipation the mind of many an unsuspecting
reader unable to see through the sham of his legerdemain with the litlera
Sancli Thema, After all, even if his cliché sneers are discreditable, who
could still hold that the object of the virtue of charity is the divine good
a8 & common good, now that Father Eschmann has produced the trenchant
littera Sancti Thomaz: «Bonum commune non est objectum caritatis, sed
summum bonum»? However, even if there were no point in trying to
refute my Opponent for his own sake, it would be unfair to let the unsus-
pecting reader be misled by his pretence. My persistence in demolishing
his eriticisms, which I can hardly do without disclosing his own method,
will be thought merciless perhaps and surely dull, yet I must pursue this
course, lest I should seem to be evading difficulties and leaving unanswered

1. De Carilate, 8.5, nd 2.
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such accusations as: .

In setting «principle of the New Orders Professor De K. has done a work which
i—hll:up' isi mdjnlm&trhg:hhulthm:innhhmh
his stride a new tion of Christian ethics and moral theology. —DM, 196.1,

We can all agree that the accusation is not lacking in gravity, at least
insofar as it concerns the truth of the doctrine I defend. Let us examine
his reasons.

¥I. EBONUM UNIVERSALE IN ESSENDOY AND € BONUM UNIVERSALE IN
CAUSANDOD

Immediately following his hopelessly muddled exegesis of 8i. Thomas’
text (De Caritale, .2, ¢.) Father Eschmann goes on to say:
May the patient reader excuse the hwhiuhthhenﬁﬂl' problem has
bliged us to go. Hmmﬂh;mhnktfﬁnhﬂmnfhﬂ. K.'s teaching.
Is it not the most fundamental and absolutely unshakeable cornerstone of Chris-
tian ethics that the term of our ordination to is God as He is in Himself, ie. the
Good by His essence and the essence of goodness (bonum wniversole in essendo)
the very first care of a Christian ethician to make sure that the eonclusion
his very first argument directly reaches this bonum universale in essendo? This,
the content and intention of that great t which opens the pars
moralis of the Summa (I-11, 1, 1-2, 8) and whose 'ni:lE‘:x?mplmqpud
nihil potest quistare voluntatem hominis nisi bonum universale, quod non invenitur
in aliquo ereato, sed solum in Deo, quis omnis creatura habet bonitatem participatam»
gfd. 2, 8.). Bt. Thomas has here completely forgotten to speak about Professor
K.’s scommon good» by which man's ordination to God is trés formellement de-
termined. Imdrﬁhtmmﬂ-ﬁnl%bmklmupm"nnhkhtb&uﬂ
way ,fmmﬂmﬁntpgm.hmmddnih.m
thor has pushed the «primacy of the common goods very far, so far i that,
himnmmt&euplmhmmmhnurﬂhhﬁmﬂhh
inning. In m;:almindph of the New Orders
ne & work which i we say—surprisingly radieal and
has at the same time taken in his stride a new foundation of Christian
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bonum umiversale in cousands, the fountain of all communications,
but that He is the bonum universale in essendo—DM, 195-106.

When we first read that God is ¢the Good by His essence and the
essence of goodness» and that this is the bonum universale in essendo, we
might think we know what Father Eschmann is talking about. But when
he opposes this to the bonum universale in causando we may well wonder
whether he himsell knows what he is talking about. My Opponent’s
argumentation is so confused that, in order to unravel it and arrest the
possible meaning of his terms, we must beg leave to make several distine-
tions.
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Let us first consider the more elementary distinetion between bonum
in essendo and bonum in cousando. Bonum in essendo may be used to mean
bonum per essentiam. And this in turn may be understood to mean bonum
a se as opposed to bonum ab alio or per parficipationem; again it may mean
bonum per se as opposed to bonum secundum quid. There is yet another
meaning of bonum tn essendo, namely, the good that a thing is in so far
as it is. In this case, banum:‘nuundoianﬂtnppmdmbanum per se,
unless we understand it to mean in essendo lanfum. TFor, in the creature,
the good that it is from the mere fact that it is and that it has substantial
being, is only bonum secundum guid, whereas it will be good per se or
simpliciter only according to added perfections which, from the view-
point of being, are accidental®,

Since Father Eschmann opposes bonum untversale in essendo to bonum
unfversale tn cousands, let us now consider what bonum fn causands may
mean.—In De ‘F'ﬂﬁ.au, q.1, a.1, ¢., 8t. Thomas says:

Ehmuodm consequens omne ens | dupliciter accipi potest: uno modo secun-
mmmhnumqmdmmmn,ﬂnmndomun&mqmdmm
unumquodque ens in ordine ad alind...8i sutem mdu:mhnmpuw:mmdo
modo, scilicet secundum mdlmmuuldn.ltuum test esse dupliciter. TUno
modo secundum divisionem unius ab altero;. mocE secundum convenientiam
unius entis ad alind; uthuuqudmnﬂnpnhltmmmmlhrdﬁ[mdquﬂdmﬁm
git convenire cum omni ente, Hoe autem est anima, qus quodammodo est
sicut dicitur in ITI De Anima (text.37). Inmmnutmut.mm;nmﬂahppwm
Convenientiam ergo entis ad appetitum exprimit hoe nomen bonum, ut in prineipio
Ethic. dicitur: Bonum esi quod omnia appefuni. Convenientiam vero entis ad intel-
lectum exprimit hoc nomen verum.

In q.21, &1, ¢, of the same work, 8t. Thomas goes further into this
matter:

.Verum et bonum super intellectum entis [addunt] respectum perfectivi. In
thhﬂmtﬂnmtﬂutdunﬁmdmrﬂ sailicet ipsam rationem speciei, el esse ipsum
unl.lqmdnlmdmhum.mmﬂh utmnhqundempﬂutmpu‘lmtmdu—
ht:r Uno modo secundum rationem tpmdlm.!um et sic ab ente perficitur intel-

per&mhuperrmnnmtmm nee tamen ens est in eo secundum esse naturale;
et ideo um perficiendi addi mdnrm Verum enim est in mente,
utPhllamphmdmt.m\"IHﬂap& nt.unumq que ens in tantum dieitur verum, in
guantum conformatum est vel mnlmm.bﬂamt.tﬂmhu et ideo omnes recte definientes
verum, ponunt in ejus definitione intellagtum. Alio modo ens est perfectivam alterius
non secundum rationem speciei, sed etiam secundum esse quod habel in rerum
nalura: ek per hunc modum est perfectivum bonum; bonum enim in rebus est, ut
Philosophus dicit in VI Melaph. (com. 8). In quantum sutem unum ens est secun-

ilhunqundl.hmpt.rﬁutur et inde est nmuum:taddimmbuuumpumt
in ramm ejus aliguid pertineat ad habitudinem finis; unde Phllmnph
in I Ethiz. (in princip.), mmmmdqmwm.mm
mmunpﬁunt.

And in the body of the following article he adds:

ﬂummlwbummhmmnmhtqundﬂrquﬁmpnjmm?ﬂ'm
finis, -umm:dqum:l invenitur habere rationem finis, habet et rationem boni

EE

1. For these distinetions &s well as for their application to God, ses, more
nulu-!y Ia, q.5, 8.1, ad 1;8.3; De Dhp. Nom., 0.4, lleﬁ,InHﬂdlﬂmﬂ:HﬁHa
o.: De Ir"w.q,ﬂl pd-mm.
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From this it should be clear that the most proper and profound mean-
ing of the term agoods is: perfectivum allerius per modum finds. Now, if
such is the very ratio boni, the divine good will be called good in the strict
sense of the word only insofar as it is perfechivum alleriua per modum finds,
that is, because of the convendentia ad appelifum. As it is in itself, the divine
good may be considered either with respect to the divine will, or with respect
to a created will elevated by the infused wvirtue of charity. Obviously,
when we consider the divine good with respect to the divine will, the term
finis cannot be taken in the strict sense of final cause, since causality in-
volves dependence. In this case, aperfectivum alterius per modum finis»
or saliquid quod pertineat ad rationem finiss, merely express the proper
perfection of the good which draws and attracts the will toward it as to its
proper object. This sdrawing towards and eattracting» involves no
potentiality on the part of the divine will. The first article of De Verilate,
q.23: Utrum Deo convenial volunlatem habere, contains the following objec-
tion and answer:

: i non ha i non competit ali
L g, ooy s ettt Sty g el o

Ergo, cum voluntas importet habitudinem in causam finalem, qui

whnhnutﬁnﬂ,mmiumﬁﬂumphlmmﬂlﬂﬁ.ﬁ.{m ante med.) 'ﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂ
voluntas Deo non competat. ; =
Ad tertium dicendum, quod voluntas est alicujus dupliciter; uno modo prinei-
pdit.utﬂnlipmudnmn&m. Principaliter quidem voluntas est finis, qui est ratio
volendi omnia alis; secundario autem est eorum sunt ad finem, propter
finem volumus. Voluntas autem non habet habitudi ad volitum quod est secun-
i i ad volitum principale, quod est finis.

miens, in Deo significari aliquid per modum causae; sic enim divinitas significatur in
Deo ut habens se ad Deum per modum cause formalis, Res vero creats, quas Deus
vult, non se habent ad divinam voluntatem ut fines, sed ut ordinata ad finem; propter
hoe enim Deus creaturas vult esse, ut in eissua bonitas manifestetur, et ut sua bonitas,
qu per essentiam multiplieari non potest, saltem similitudinis participatione in plures

Hence, when we consider the divine good with respect to the created
will, it is an end in the strict sense of the word, a final cause attained as
«ratio formalis objectir. Accordingly, to deny that the divine good is in
this respect a good esicut realiter causa finalisy, is to imply that the created
will is not merely on a plane with the divine will, but that it is identical
with the divine good and will.

Again the good may be called bonum in causando in two ways: either
to mean the good as a final cause, i.e. «perfectivum alterius per modum
finis»; or to signifly the good as an efficient and exemplary cause of another
good. Both meanings apply to God. As the good of His will «per modum
finis», He attracts all things as their ultimate end; and as the divine good
to be attained as it is in itself by the rational creature, He is the «rat o
formalis objecti» of charity. In the second sense, He is & bonum in cau-
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sando as the exemplary and efficient cause of all created goodness. Hence,
God may be loved as He is in Himself, or again we may love His goodness
as exemplified in the finite good of which He is final, exemplary and efficient
cause’,

When we oppose bonum in essendo to bonum in causando, the former
can mean either of two things: the perfection of a being considered abso-
lutely, as formally constitutive of that being, and this meaning prescinds
from the good as «perfectivum alterius per modum finis» (for the good
proper tnon solum habet rationem perfecti, sed perfectivi»);? or it may
mean the good that a being is from the mere fact that it is, and this signi-
fication prescinds from the distinction between bonum per se and bonum
per accidens. When bonum in essendo is taken in the latter sense and op-
posed to bonum in causando, it can once more have only two possible mean-
ings: the good as & commune tn pradicando®, which is not the object of
appetite and hence not a good at all in the proper sense; or it may mean
bonum in essendo tantum as opposed to that bonum per se which is found in
creatures, and which is really bonum per accidens of the created ens per se.
Now this last significance of bonum in essendo does not permit it to be a
goodi.ntha!ulloithnwubd.aithﬂ for
secundum esse substantiale non dicitur bonum sim et absolute, nisi

superaddantur perfectiones alis debite: et i lpmmmm ﬁahnnnutm
lute appetibile nisi debitis perfectionibus adjunctisd,

Let us now consider the expressions bonum universale in essendo and
bonum universale in causands. The former may bear three distinet mean-
ings: first, it may be taken to mean bonum universale in pradicando which
is common to all things insofar as they are good in any way; secondly, it
may mean the perfection of divine being considered in itself without formal
reference to will; thirdly, it may mean bonum universale per essenfiam,
where the good is understood in the rigorous sense of eperfectivum alterius
per modum finis», and this is the divine good, for God is good simpliciter
by His very essence, «in quantum ejus essentia est suum esse»®,

Bonum universole in causando may mean the divine good considered
according to the strict formality of the good, i.e. as «perfectivum alterius
per modum finiss. It has already been emphasized that, when so consi-
dered with respect to the divine will, the divine good is a final cause only
agecundum modum significandi», because in God, evoluntas et volitum
distinguuntur tantum rationes. However, unless we use this «modus

1. A similar distinetion applies even to our present knowledge of God. Meta-
can reach God onjﬁ insofar a5 He is knowahle through the ereatures, whereas
soncern God as Heisin Himself. «Sacraantem doetrina proprifssime
dahrmml-t de secundum quod est aliissima cavsa: quia non solum quantum ad
nd quod est per creaturas cognosoibils ([ u?“d philosophi eognoverunt, ut dieitur
Rom. 1: quod motum est Dei, manifestum est illis); sed etinm quantum ad id quod notum
eat sibi soli de ssipso, et aliis per revelationem communieatums.—Ja, q.1, .6, e.
2, De Ver., q.21, 8.3, ad 2.
3. Ibkid., q.21, a4, 0.
4. Ikd., q.22, 8.1, 8d 7.

5. Ikd., q.21, 8.5, e.; fa, q.6, a3.
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gignificandi», we do not express the proper formality of the good. But the
divine good becomes a final cause in the strict sense of «causes, when con-
gidered with respect to a will which is not identical with the divine good:
evoluntas et volitum aliquando distinguuntur secundum rem; et tune
volitum comparatur ad voluntatem sicut realiter causa finaliss, In either
case, however, God is called bonum universale in causando, and this term
is opposed to the second meaning of bonum universale in essendo. Finally,
the same expression—bonum universale in causando, may also be used to
egignify the divine good as the universal effective and exemplary cause of
all created goodness.

Hence, bonum universale in essendo understood in its third sense and
bomum universale in causando taken in its first sense are the same thing,
the only difference being that the former expresses the identity of divine
goodness and divine being; the latter brings out the proper formality of
the divine good as final cause, either «per modum significandi», or asicut
realiter causa finaliss. When we oppose the two and apply them to God,
then bomum universale in essendo must be taken in the second sense, which
prescinds from the proper formality of the good as eperfectivum alterius per
modum finiss,

And now let us examine Father Eschmann's reasoning more closely.
In forma, it amounts to this: The term of our ordination to God is benum
universale in essendo.  But borium universale in essendo is not bonum wunfver-
sale in causando. Therefore, the term of our ordination to God iz not
bonum universale in causando,

To this we answer that if bonum universale in essendo means bonum
per essentiam, and bonum universale in causando means bonum universale
per modum finds, the major of the argument is true, but the minor is false.
If, on the contrary, bonum universale in essendo is taken to mean the per-
fection of divine being considered absolutely, i.e. prescinding from the
formality: aperfectivuam alterius per modum finis», the minor is true, but
the major is false. In either case, the conclusion is null—When Father
Eschmann uses the expression bonum universale in causando to mean the
divine good as exemplified in the goodness of which it is the cause, he
evades the issue and is tilting at windmills.

Let us examine the text, together with its context, which my Opponent
quotes in support of his distinction between bonum universale in essendo
and bonum universale in causando. The problem is: Utrum effectus guber-
nalionis sl unus lanfum, ef non plures.
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effectus gubernationis: scilicet conservatio rerum in bono, et motio earum ad bonum.
—Tertic modo potest considerari effectus gubernationis in particulari: et sic sunt
nobis innumerabiles 1.

Obviously, our problem is related to the first consideration of the
effect of divine government, that is, of the effect, ex parte finis:. . scilicet
assimilari summo bono», where the supreme good is bonum universale in
causando per modum fints. We are not now concerned with the effect of
divine government esecundum ea quibus ad Dei assimilationem creatura
perduciturs, that is, whereby the creature is assimilated to God insofar as
the creature itself is a good, and by its own goodness is enabled to move
another toward the good. The following text deals with the principle of
this inherent goodness:

...Omne agens invenitur eibi simile agere; unde si prima bonitas sit effectiva
omnium bonorum, oportet quod similitudinem suam imprimat in rebus effectis;
et sic unumquodque dicetut bonum sicul forma inhzrente per similitudinem summi
boni sibi inditam, et ulterius per bonitatem primam, sicul per exemplor el effectivum
omnis bonilalis crealm?,

But we are concerned with an assimilation of the creature to God which is
not mentioned in the portion of 8t. Thomas' text brought forth by Father
Eschmann., The following passage from De Verilale, q.20, a.4, ¢., describes
the latter assimilation (which had been briefly stated in that first portion of
the text not quoted by my Opponent) while carefully distinguishing it from
the former:

.. .Cum Deus sit principium omnium rerum et finis; duplex habibudo ipeivs od erea-
turas inpenifur: una secundum quam omnia o Deo procedund in ease; nhmﬁmm
ad eum ordinandur ul in finem; quedam per viam assimilationis tantum, sicut
tionales creatur®; qumdam vero tam per viam sssimilationis, quam pertingendo ad
ipsam divinam essentiam, Cuilibet enim ereaturs procedenti & Deo inditum est ut
in bonum tendat per suam operationem. In eujuslibet autem boni consecutions
areaturs Deo assimilatur; sed creaturm rationales super hoc habent ut ad ipsum
Dmmmgnmdum ¢t amandum sus operatione pertingant; unde pre ceteris crea-
turis beatitudinis sunt capaces.

In utraque sutem predictarum habitudinum invenitur creaturas Creator exee-
dere. Quantum ad primam quidem, quod super omnia qua Deus fecit, adhue possit
alin dissimilin facere, et novas species et nova genera, et alios mundos; neo unquam
id quod factum est, facientis virtutem adsquare potest. Q!mtummu.dnm‘:ﬁnm Y
quis creatura qmmmmmquaﬂntbum particeps, nungquam tamen t ad hoe
mmmmmmummwm:mw co=

et tamen eum cognoacit el amat, i
dhhuwd Mhm“m:iwmﬂlmt autem creaturs imperfects essent, m mpﬂ mﬂ:-,_.
et ad Deum non reordinarentur; ita imperfecius essel crealurarum a Deo erilus, nin
reditio in Deum erifum adequarel,

It is surely absurd to suggest that the ultimate end of the rational
ereature could be that similitude of divine goodness in which its own good-
ness consists and that highest operation in which it leads to or produces
another created good. And yet, if Father Eschmann's quotation is to be
relevant to the problem we are treating, he must interpret the quotation
to mean exactly that. He cannot mean the divine goodness as it is in itself,
gince he does not allow the bonum universale in exsendo to be trealiter causa
finalias,

1. Ta, q.103, 8.4, .

2. De Ver,, q.21, a4, o
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My Opponent allows us to call God a bonum universale in causando,
but by this he means the divine good as the exemplary and efficient cause
of the created good. He thereby denies that the divine good is good in the
ptrict sense of the word as eperfectivum alterius per modum finis», and
that the uvltimate good of the rational creature is a final cause in the
gtrict sense. It is this denial which determines his notion of common good.

The common good, and every common good, is formally bonum universale in cousando:
it is not, formally, bonum universale in essendo.—DM, 106.

Hence, according to Father Eschmann, a good is & common good only
insofar as it produces a multiplicity of other goods, and not, formally, in
that it is the end of this multiplicity, that is, a good communicable to many
per modum finis—an exceedingly shallow understanding of the nature
of the common good for a Thomist.

When my Opponent goes on to say that €God is the first bonum uni-
versale in causando, the fountain of all communications®, what does he mean
by ecommunication® ? Clearly he must understand and restrict it to mean:
eeffusio secundum quod importat operationem causs efficientis». Yet St.
Thomas is quite intolerant of such a narrow concept of the diffusive power
of the good, as we have seen in a text already quoted:

, licet secundum proprietatem voesbuli videatur imps operationem
mﬁmb,hmmh:mmdﬂpﬂhﬂmpﬂrhuhﬂ cujuscumque
causm sicut influere et facere, et alin hujusmodi. Cum autem dicitur quod bonum
utdiﬁmmmudmmmhunm&mdw;fwmw

operalumem & efficieniis, secundum mportal habitudinem cousm

mdhhdﬁummmmhﬂquﬁhmmm Dieil autem

causx finalis, el non cause agentis: tum quis efficiens, in quantum

non est rei mensura et perfectio udmlpslmhum tum quis effectus

plrhupltm«:ﬁmmm;mm}hﬂnm!mhnmm sed finem con-
sequilur res secundum fofum esse suum, e in hoc consistebal rafio bomil,

It is not, formally, because God produces the good that is the universe
or the good seen in any single creature that He is creation's final cause,
but because He is the bonum universale in causando for all the good that He
produces. His own goodness is the finis cujus gratia, and all being of which
He is the efficient and exemplary cause is for this end. If God is a common
good in producing the creature, esecundum quod importat operationem
causm efficientiss, He is, a fortiori, a common good secundum quod im-
portat habitudinem caus® finalise, since the final cause is the causa cou-
sarum.

Let us now return to Father Eschmann's text. Immediately follow-
ing the long passage quoted above, page 47, he writes:

From this it follows that our own (personal) good is a participated good. Through
this participation a «certain common good» (squoddam bonum communes) emerges,
i.e. n good which mamhmﬂ?,nmmunhﬂndan&ﬂnumhm Considenng
thumpemlmﬂ.lir ted creature, this mmunmadumuhtuhwforlm-
mtymlmﬂlbﬂtmﬁndmdhmpﬂmﬁnﬂrqhﬂhduﬂhﬂ,tmt}

1 Da Ver., q.21, 8.1, ad 4.
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which is ealled, by St. Thomas, societas s (i.e Dlﬂfrm.ﬂmu.‘ It is the divine
Imdqhmhwhme.umhd constitution no multitude of creatures ia required.**
Mfmthltﬁﬂcumnhlmﬂhuﬂaﬂimdmmtﬂtfmmﬂhmm

‘I'hnfuthmmuonlrm.m.mihathnd place, relevant. For {f*** there
are several ereatures in the same participa mipodlhqwﬁ]hnﬂ
in common. Here, then, mllbe; , e, 8
NMMMOI mmn'tl‘:mqll"ntwthlhuah mru'rnnemn:ﬂlu-
nicates in it. aa Bt. Thomas mmﬂnmdnmlmm,u. t

muhﬂihuy%mﬂymutwd}nmum tHomines non uniuntur inter se nisi
in 20 quod est commune inter eos. Et hoc est maxime Deus,»****

Professor De K. has, throughout his treatise, neglected these fundamental con-
giderations.— DM, 106-107.

Just what follows and how «it follows that our own (persomal) good
is & participated goods is not quite clear. What does my Opponent mean
by «participated good»? If he uses the expression wour own (personal)
goods in the strict sense, that is, for a good which belongs to the person as
a personal, proper good and therefore to no other, then the sparticipated
goods is necessarily a ereated good—created beatitude, the formal, essen-
tial beatitude of the created person as distinet from objective beatitude
which is God Himself. This formal beatitude is indeed a good which
belongs to the person as a purely personal good, in the strict sense, since it
consists in the very operation of the intellect by which the divine essence
is attained. If this were what Father Eschmann meant by «our own
(personal) good is a participated good», then, when he says: «Through
this participation a ‘certain common good' (¢quoddam bonum communes)
emerges, i.e. & good which, in & certain way, is common to God and the
creatures, this teertain common goods could only be a bonum commune
in essendo ef in pradicando. Now, compared to the common good in the
strict sense, that is, bonum commune in cousando, the former is indeed a
common good only in & certain sense. But such a good is not a good at
all in the proper sense and it most certainly is not the good of the socielas
sue (1.e. Det) fruitionis.

If, on the contrary, the phrase woiur own (personal) good is a parti-
cipated goods is used by the author to mean something other than what
these words should mean (namely, the imperfect participation «ex parte
ipsius participantis, qui quidem ad ipsum objectum beatitudinis secundum
seipsum attingit, scilicet Deum, sed imperfecte, per respectum ad modum
quo Deus seipso fruiturs'), that is, if the objective beatitude is called
e participated» (by purely extrinsic denomination) insofar as it is the object
communicated to the created intellect, but imperfectly, though intui-
tively, attained by that intellect, it is formalissime a common good. The
Summum Bonum, God, the objective beatitude of the supernaturally
elevated creature, can never be anything else than & common good because
our intellect and will are not identical with the divine intellect and will.

* g2 8ent.. d. 26, 1. 1 ad Z.»
** g8T, I-11, 4. B ad 3.»
w0 gloco. i3
weee gin [I Thess., o 3, loot. 2.9
1. fa Il=, q.5, 8.3, ad 2.
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What we must never lose sight of is that our formal beatitude is created
and intrinsically participated and that emajus est in se bonum Dei quam
participare possumus fruendo ipso». Objective beatitude, in short, is the
proper good of God alone, It could not possibly be the common good of
God and of the creature unless we used the expression to mean bomum
commune in pradicande, which is indeed common good only «in a certain
way? since its foundation lies in the identity of the object of the divine
heatitudo per essentiam and of the created formal beatitude. Hence, what-
ever Father Eschmann means by tour own (personal) goods, the agood
which, in a certain way, is common to God and the creatures could be
common only according to predication.

We now begin to understand what he means by his squoddam bonum
communed. [ say this», because the term as he uses it has absolutely
nothing to do with the text from which it was lifted. The reader will recall
the context:

; « -Cum in Deo sit unum ef idem ¢jus substantia ot bonum commune, omnes qui vident
ipsam Dei substantiam, eodem motu dilectionis moventur in ipsam Dei essentiam prout
est ab aliis distineta, et secundum quod est quoddam bomum commune. Et quia in-
quantum est bonum commune, naturaliter amatur ab omnibus; quicumque videt
eum per essentiam, impossibile est quin diligat ipsum!,

And this 8t. Thomas states in connection with the problem: Utrum angelus
naturali dilectione diligat Deum plus quam seipsum. The reader will also
remember that he used the same principle (sunaqueque pdrs naturaliter
plus amat commune bonum totius quam particulare bonum propriums)
to answer the question: Utrum homo debeal ex caritate plus Deum diligere
quam seipsum®. Now if we understand St. Thomas' equoddam bonum
commune® in Father Eschmann's sense, the result will be that we will love
God more than ourselves, not because He is the bonum universale, to which
we are compared as a part, but because the divine good, «in & certain way,
is common to God and the creatures.—DM,196. Surely no such reason has
ever occurred to 8t. Thomas! Actually, it would mean that we love our-
selves more than God. This alone (that we must love God more than our-
selves because of such a community) should be enough to show how prepos-
terousis my Opponent's confident understanding of the littera Sancti Thome,
I shall not insult the reader's intelligence by drawing out all the ridiculous
consequences which would necessarily follow this contradiction, that is,
from Father Eschmann’s type of «fundamental considerationsy,

On the basis of a text which he himself invokes and which the reader
may recall as used above (page 41) to expose the shallowness of this concept
of the common good, still another and perhaps more fatal attack may be
made on Father Eschmann’s view of what really constitutes the common
good. Here are the words of 8t. Thomas:

1. Ta, q.60, 8.5, ad 5.
2 IfaIl=, q.26, a.3.
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... Perfectio caritatis est essentialis beatitudini quantum ad dilectionem Dei, non
s g g o et i 7 e g gl
dilectio efus ex perfecta dilectione Dei. Unde quasi concomitanter se habet amicitia
ad beatitudinem perfectam.

In Father Eschmann's opinion, a good may be called common only when
it is actually communicated to many; its being common depends upon its
being actually imparted to a community. In other words, the denomina-
tion ecommon goods is founded, not on the superabundance and incom-
mensurability of the divine good (which, for that very reason, can never
be the proper good of any person) but on the fact of a manifold of persons
who actually share in this good. According to my Opponent, God is &
common good only supposito proximo. Now, since the existence of a neigh-
bour and his sharing in the divine good is not essential to beatitude, it
follows that, with respect to the objective beatitude of any single created
person, God is a common good only per accidens. That God is a common
good, then, merely follows from His decree to beatify, and from the fact of
the existence of many persons. For any single person God is & common
good only because there happen to be other created persons. The deno-
mination is taken from the existing manifold of the Blessed; it is a purely
extrinsic denomination,

This is, inescapably, Father Eschmann's position. It is an opinion
wholly in keeping with what he calls wa common good properly speakingn.
—DM,196. And it is equally inescapable that if, per impossibile, God were
common good in such a sense, i.e. as the proper good of this person and
the proper good of that person and so forth, He would be merely bonum
commune in pradicando., Now, in this sense, He could not be loved by
anyone as common good, since bonum commune in pradicando cannot be the
object of love. Furthermore, when, in loving our neighbour, we want him
to share in the divine good, in this respect God would be loved by us as a
proper good for our neighbour. But the love of a proper good (which is
always a particular good as opposed, not to a good common according to
predieation, but to a common good in the full sense) for our neighbour
proceeds ex amicabilibus ad seipsum, and not from the common good.
And this in turn implies that in loving our neighbour we would love ourselves
more than we love God. The following objection and answer taken from
Ila Iz, q.26, 4.3, bear this out:

. .. Videtur homo non debeat ex caritate Deum dili quAm seipsum.
Dicit enim Phi in IX Ethic., quod amicadilia que sund ad allerum veniund ex
amicabilibus que sunl ad seipsum. Bed causs est potior effectu. Ergo maior est ami-
citia hominis ad seipsum quam ad quemecumque alium. Ergo magis se debet diligere
Quam i

. , . . i i

Mﬁﬂm% od Philosophus loquitur de amicabilibus qua |
modum;: non aulem de ifibus que sunt ad alierum in quo bonum pradicum inee-

8t. Thomas is speaking of the theological virtue of charity whose object,
even in the love of our neighbour, is God «ut ratio formalis objectis. The
paper shortage notwithstanding, I shall again quote the answers to the
other two objections from the same article:
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Ad secundum dicendum quod bonum totius diligit quidem pars secundum quod
est sibi conveniens: non aulem ila quod bomum fotius ad se referal, sed polius ita quod
seipeam. referd in bonum (olius,

Ad tertium dicendum quod hoe quod is velit frui Deo, pertinet ad amorem
qummh.:rlmnﬂmnmmmhu_. muﬁmmﬂuﬂnmm
citiz quam amore concupiscentiz: quis maius est in se bonum Dei quam participare
possumus fruendo ipso. Etldmmpllﬂtuhmm;udﬂlptnmmumh
quam seipsum.

Supposilo prozximo, we love him by charity because we already love
God as a common good. This love of neighbour presupposes the common
good as common good. Obviously, our neighbour is not the formal reason
why we love the common good as common good. This principle is true of
any love toward our fellowman which has its root in a common good. If
the common good is to be loved more than the purely personal good,
Cela ne veut pas dire que les autres sont la raison de I'smabilité propre du bien

COmMIMUN; U contraire, SoUs ce g:mttmmd,hmﬁumtm’hhmuut ils
mtpnrhupuluhm.— >

The love of & good which presupposes our neighbour and which radically
and formally proceeds from this presupposition alone, is not a love of our
neighbour, for the sake of God, but for the sake of our neighbour!, This
love may be generous, but the good which properly depends upon this pre-
supposition alone, tinvenitur secundum aliguem particularem modums,
it is not the «hbonum commune totiuss; when thus isolated it has formally
nothing to do with the divine common good prouf est beatitudinis objectum.

If the divine good is to be loved as a common good only supposilo
proximo, why is it that we must love that good more than our proper good,
and yet, at the same time, love ourselves more than our neighbour? The
following objection and answer are taken from Ila Il®, .26, a.4:

8, Preteres, I ad Cor. xm dicitur quod caritas non sug muni, Bed
illud maxime amamus cujus bonum maxime qurimus. mwunhtem.lhqm

non amat seipsum magis quam proximum.

Ad tertium dicendum quod, nmt.!.uglmhnudmt in Regula, quod dicitur, Carilas
mgulﬂgummﬂ,mﬁﬂhgﬂw communia propriis anleponil.
sutem commune bonum est amal unicuique quam proprium bonum; sicut
ut dictum est,

Ludwig Feuerbach (1804-1872), in Das Wesen des Christenthums,
produces the very text Father Eschmann quotes against me from Ja []=,
q.4, .8 (45i esset una sola anima fruens Deo. . .») in proof of the opinion
held by my Opponent. I quoted this text in my book: Appendice IV,
Ludwig Feuerbach inferprite sain! Thomas. Its complete agreement with
Father Eschmann's interpretation is so striking that it is worth quoting
again.

Aristotelos ﬂnhnmthmhhhhd“dlm
weil or iir sich nicht sich m nmﬂmmﬂdﬂ
Theil sum Ganzen, dﬂdﬁu# nach fruber sei als die Familie

35

un;]duindindunm.dmduﬂunu 'ﬂdl‘ﬁ'lhﬂ'ﬂlﬂﬂm—

1. De Perfections Vite spiritualia, 0.13.
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S e e s f
L] a
bet, aus natarlio Instinkt zur Erhal suf. eleder 'lg:l?liebt

sﬁuml".l.mm V.) Dis Christan d dﬂulnduuhuuhuumdn
ten. Thomas A. preist (de Regim. Prineip. 1. IIL. e 4) die Romer, das sie jhr
Vaterland uber alles setzten, seinem Wohl Wohl smopferten. Aber alle diesa
Gedanken und Gesinmungen gelten im Christenthum nor suf der Erde, nicht im
Hmﬂlndﬂrﬂmﬂ micht in der D hk.hduu%mdu
m der Theologie ist das Individuum, der fibar-

n.ltllrl.mhu. unster selbatgen uges, l.huulum fittliches Wesen, Der heid-
Aristoteles erklirt die Freundsehaf thik 8, B. 9. K.) fur noth-

w-mdm Eur G]hhﬂum der christliche Dmlmr omas A. nbu' u:ht. tMioht
&rt nothwendig, sagt er, Gesellschalt von Freunden sur Seligheit, ‘weil der Mensch
ganze Fille seiner V Vollkommenheit in Gott hat.s «Wenn daher mh wine Seels
ﬂlamfnrmhml]mumﬁnttﬂwm:nwlmmdmhnhg ﬂ'mun keinen
Wuchsten hitto, den sie lisbte.» ‘E‘n.m ?u } Der Heide weiss sich
also auech in der Gluckseligkeit Einzelnen, als Individuum und als

desswegen
bedtirftig eines andern Wesens saines Gleichen, seiner Gatt der Christ aber b'ldll.'!'
keines andern Ich, wuﬂarllllndlwdunmmﬂtwhmht Individuum, sondern Gat
es Wesen ist, weil er edie ganze Fulle seiner Vollk ollkommenheit in Gotts d.
in sich selbat hats!,

Feuerbach, too, believes that when 8t. Thomas speaks of the ordination
of the supernaturally elevated creature to the highest good, he means to
deny the primacy of the common good which applies only in the natural
order. Feuerbach seems never to have reached the Ila Il

We have the right to presume that Father Eschmann read my book.
Yet he has completely ignored those passages, some of which I have already
quoted, in which I explained why God is a common good in the strict sense
and why the created person can never be referred to this good except as
a part. [ repeated this explanation in connection with Feuerbach’s inter-
pretation of 8t. Thomas:

Feuerbach est o de recourir A cette grmqu'ﬂmmtm
¢'est tout autre chose d’ mhdépend#mdumttt parties pour &
hbmduhuﬁﬂd’lumdmhhudumut La raison fondamentale pour laquelle
nous & muhpnmnmmihpurmcﬂquumplmﬂ;ndm:anmmm
mensurable au bien de la personne singulidre prise comme c'est bien plutdt
mmmumdrmiuquahpumnmhummmtunwut. Amntpumnnnm!i&an*ut
une nature dmﬂammmﬂnmhhmhmmmmtetmﬂmrmtumm
sel comme & son bien propre en tant que personne singulitre. Autrement toute per-
muli.tﬂml. Aussi, pour Feuerbach, I'homme est-il Dien.—BC, 140,

In drawing this conclusion, the father of Marxist materialism was logical.
He had confused bonum universale in causande with bonum universale in
pradicando; (BC,142-143) he was unacquainted with the proper formality
of the good. In all fairness we must add that he did not claim to be a
Thomist,

In this connection, Gabriel Vasquesz’ (c.1551-1604) interpretation of
8t. Thomas may be of even greater interest. The object of his criticism
is the following text from fla IT#, q.25, 4.1, ad 2:

1. vopwio FrEvERBACH, Dar Wesen des Chrisfenthuma, Dritte, umgearbeltete
vermehrte Auflage, Leipzig, Wigand, 1849, Dans Sdmmiliche H-'rrlu Vil p?tl
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.Amor respicit bonum in communi, sed honor respicit proprium bonum honorati:
Hmmm:hﬂnmhmmmmmmm Et tdeo amor non diversificatur

udhnmrdnunﬁutwmndlmmbouumhmm
Uud.emdnmanﬂ.nﬂ-uwm mhn-adm
hmmmnwduﬂmnddrmhomm
unptuﬁmnn;nhmn

Here is Vasques' paraphrase of this text:

.B. Thomas in &0 a.1. ad 2. assignare nititur discrimen inter charitatem et religionem,

utddnndﬂ,n‘h.mdﬂmtluhmudunnhﬂnhhmpﬂuﬂmm, eoli
eadem religione propter ipsum. Asserit ergo, mrmwmhuuumgmw

The relevant section of Vasques' criticism immediately follows the
above paraphrase:

Ego sane fateor meam ingenii tarditatem. Vix enim diserimen hoe ments eon-
cipere possum, nedum de illo judicium ferre, in ea tamen doctrina, primum illud miki
est difficile, quod asseril, amorem tantum ferri in bonum universe, cum revera efiam parii-
culate spsiug dilecti respicere possil. Dﬂn&mmm-ﬂdﬁ?ﬂmpﬂ#
eﬂrqgudw&mum,mtpmdthmu,rqferﬂrm
quod esf Deus: dwmmamulmmaﬂﬁm&
falur; ¢ufm verim si
vl s S ol e e

Vasques does not seem to realize that when the expressions bonum
commune or bonum in communi are used to mean bonum commune in pra-
dicando, 8t. Thomas expressly denies that God is & common good. Father
Eschmann attacked me with the text in which St. Thomas uses benum com-
mune in this sense (én praedicando) : «Bonum commune non est objectum
caritatis, sed summun bonum."-DM,195. As I have already pointed out,
my Opponent in using this text to deny that the object of charity is bonum
commune in causando, must suppose that St. Thomas is taking the expression
in the latter sense. By this interpretation he not only distorts the meaning
of the littera Sancti Thoma, but at the same time denies that «eodem amore
caritatis diligimus omnes proximos, inquantum referuntur ad unum booum
commune, quod est Deuss. When he does allow that God is bonum com-
mune tn causando—not however as the object of charity, he actually re-
duces even this common good to a bonum commune in pradicando, for, in
his opinion, God is a common good only insofar as He is the proper good
of this person and of that person.

John of St. Thomas' answer to Vasquesz applies to my Opponent as well:

1. Commentariorum ac Dispulalionum in Tertiam Parfem Sanchi Thomaz Tomus
Primus, Antverpis, apud Petrum et Joannem Belleros, 1621 ; q.25, 8.5, 4.98, 0.2, p.T73.
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memtﬁnmﬁ‘l‘hnmumquudmﬂminbnnum universs,
hmut, universale in essendo, et icando (crassa est heee intelligentia)
md.farturnmrmhnnumpu‘tmllumgu imo ad personam cum qua habetur
amicitia. Dicitur autem ferri in bonum in communi communitate esusalitatis, non
priedicationis, quatenus scilicet bonum est diffusivum sai, et potest esse ratio formalis
oh;aﬁau,mnmlumdﬂmud;m,mdﬂnmthudpumpmhmudnl

Vasques equally fails to distinguish the divine common good as the
effective principle of the created goods, from the common good as that to
which the created goods are referred as to their final cause. John of St.
Thomas' answer is again to the point:

-Divine bonitatis communicatio dupliciter considerntur, et effective, et respective;
Mmquatmuue, vel dona sua creata communicat hominibus, et sic ponit in eis
bonitatem intrinsecam, ratione cujus homo est diligibilis ex propris perfectione:
respective quatenus homo precise consideratur ut nltquu:l Ded, et quasi ab extrinseco
diligibilis redditur; et hoe mn-dn Deus non consideratur ut bonum concupitum homini,
vel donatum dl;,ned consideratur ut princi objectum diligibile, ntpﬂrrmpmhm
ad illum diligitur proximus, sieut medicina diligitur ratione salutis, quatenus non"atten-
ditur ibi alia ratio diligendi, quam l:u:-mua pnlmpﬂll objecti, et finis non commu-
micata intrinssce mediis, sed respects & mediis 2

It remains for us to consider the last lines of Father Eschmann's zection
III («Professor De Koninck's Notion of Gods). They are the continua-
tion of the text quoted above, pages 53-54

Professor De K. has, throughout his treatise, neglected these fundamental con-
siderations. Ohr the very first page of the treatise proper (p. 8) he has omitted to pay
duu attention to St. Thomas' wnrrdl «Dticitur autem hoe [scilicet bonum commune]

esse ‘diviniug' eo quod magis pertinet ad similitudinem , qui est ultima causs
omnium bonorum.»*  Obviously the words :qmuttﬂhmamuunmmmbnmmm:
m, in 8t. Thomas’ mind, restrictive; and if the famous «Banctus Thomas

lnqulturlwﬁ'ﬁndultllpplmmn it surely i:nrn. Let us para-
.&m-nth mtal.mmmnn the attribute tdlml.hauuuthugmd,
thu the particulsr contained in its order and sphere, is in this
mpedmnm God insofar as God is the cause of any and every good. ‘There is,
however, another respect to which the above text gives no consideration. T'.I:untlm
likeness to God in linea essendi.  And in this respect the tive intellect being,
in the beatific vision, informed by God and most intima umited with Him, is by
far superior to anything which is like God in ordine t. 8t. Thomas explicitly

states:
Similitudo intellectus i ad Deum est secundum proportionalitatem
quia soilicet se habet um eognitum [ the hi nhmt of the prn.cl.lui
mtﬂhﬂmnmmmnugmd—llﬁ 47.12 ), sicut adsuum. Bed assimila-

tio intellectus speculativi ad Deum est secundum unionem vel informatio-
nem; QUAE MULTO MAIOR ASSIMILATIO.

These last words are the most concise and the most explicit statement of what
we now call Personalism. For, is not this act and good of the speculative intellect
a personal good T

Professor De K. has constantly bypassed this most essential thesis of Thomistie
ethics and, indeed, of Thomism as & whole—DM,197.

Father Eschmann cannot have read carefully «the very first page of
the treatise proper», and has perhaps neglected to read in its entirety the
text of 8t. Thomas to which he refers and which I also quoted. The very
first lines of what my Opponent calls «the treatise proper» are:

?‘;rdm Hﬁﬂw&tu od. Vivia, Parisiis 1884, t.VII, 4.8, 8.3, n.12, p.423.
"' ein Eth., B ed. Pirotta n. 30. Tho next quotation in the artiele is from the
sama place.»
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hhmmmqﬁmmw?mmeﬂudﬁmthrfm
Done, & raison de cause finsle. Donc, premidre
séquent, diffusil de sol.—BC, s

Andthaﬁmthnuoiﬂt Thomas' text are:

Manifestumn est enim, quod uuqunqunuuuhuh:pmututpnhnrth
ad plurs se extendit. Un&neihnnum rafionem cause finalis, tanto potius
est quanto ad plurs se extendit?, prsiae

To overlook these texts is to neglect the fundamental consideration.
Neither Aristotle nor 8t. Thomas are here speaking of the common good
tsecundum quod importat operationem caus® efficientiss, but of the com-
mon good as a final cause, therefore, esecundum quod importat habitu-
dinem caus® finaliss. The tultima causa omnium bonorum» cannot be
taken as anything but the final cause of all created good®. The created
common good is emore divines than & proper good of the same order for the
very reason that it is a more perfect imitation of the ultimate final cause
which draws all things to itself®. To suit Father Eschmann’s purpose,
sthe words ‘qui est ultima causa ommnium bonorum’ are, in 8t. Thomas'
mind, restrictive; and if the famous principle, ‘Sanctus Thomas formalissime
loquitur’ ever finds its application, it surely does so heres.—DM,197. In
other words, when 8t. Thomas, in this very text, speaks of the good tquod
habet rationem causm finaliss, he actually means (just for the sake of
speaking formalissime) something quite different, namely the good as an
seffectivew cause of other goods!

Nor does the next development of Father Eschmann’s thopght seem
to represent much of an improvement. The ambiguity of the passage
beginning: «There is, however, another respect...» makes it difficult to
discuss, but whatever interpretation we put upon it, no acceptable doctrine
emerges. If he means that formal beatitude, which is a purely personal
proper good, is greater than any created good considered as the cause of

1. I'n I Ethic., loat.2, n.30.

2. «Sed adhue alia differentis invenitur inter divinam bonitatem ef ereatnrm;
bonitas enim habet rationem cause finalis, Deus sutem habet rationem cause finalis
oum git omnium ultimus finis, sicot ot primum prineipium; ex quo tot ut omnis
alius finis non habeat habitudinem vel rationem finis nisi seeundum m nd cansam
primam; quia causs secunda non infuit in suum eausatum nisi prmea to influxu
mmpmnn,ntrutmllb de Catwss (prop.1); unde ot bonum quod habet rationem
finis non potest de ereaturs, nisl prasupposito ordine ereatoris ad ereaturams» —
Die !"f.r q.21, a.5, .

-Cum ens dieatur absclute, bonum aotem superaddst babitudinem causm
ﬂﬂhﬂtlwueﬂmm-hlu]ummndmhmﬂmudhmm umdmtw nid
mmnumdhwqmd per eam dieatur aliquid bonum, Iiﬂ‘l in aliis

m, hahitudo secund® canss dependet ox habitudine cavss primme; prims vero
mmhﬂ:utudnnnndnmdrtu wo alio; :huthmﬁlﬁnﬂlbul.qmmﬂﬂw
E;"hu tudinem eauss ex ordine ad ultimum autem ultimus

h.l-huthtm hahitudinem ex ssipso; et inde sst , qum #st ultimus
Hmrmm.wlﬂmtldhwzmndwmd acnlbonm sod essentia ereaturm
mmmmmmbﬂn ad Doum, uqnhlbmrlﬂmm

Et pmtl.nlndj.dtur uod creaturs non est bons per essentinm, sed per
cipationem; uno mod n quantum jpsa essentis seeundum rationem in
sonsideratur ut l.liud quid qumhlhw ad Deum, a qua habet rationem oausm
finalis, ot ad quem ordinatur ut ad finem ; sed seeundum alivm modum ereaturs potest
dici per essentinm bons, in uantum scilicet essentin eresturs non invenitur sine habi-
tudine ad Dwi bonitatem ; et intendit Bostius in lib. de Hebdoms.—Jbid., 8.1, ad 1.

3. Melaph., XII, o.7.
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another good, we emphatically agree: «heatitudo... quantum ad actum,
in creaturis beatis, est summun bonum, non simpliciter, sed in genere
bonorum participabilium a creatura®'. But what does this prove except
that some created proper good may be better than some created common
good? He surely cannot be turning this conclusion against me when I
have so plainly exposed this particular brand of sophistry.

La plupart de ces objections jouent done sur la transgression des genres, elles
exploitent le par accident. Demqmthuuﬁmpriﬂmmdﬂququaqu:lﬁr
bimmmmun,mmc'mhmdahvuginih&meiﬂumqunhmmnm t
que quelque bien privé pris comme bien privé est meilleur que quelque COMIMN
Ehmmmehimmmnn;quekhﬁenprivdmmmpmtsmirum&umm' qui

hngpembimunmmunmmmatd; qu'on peut dés lors préférer un bien privé &
un bien commun, parce qu'il est privé, Nier par cette voie tous les premiers prin-
cipes, quoi de plus facile?—BC,71.

The good which we maintain is greater than the personal good of the

Blessed is not a common good of an inferior order but the common good
of objective beatitude.
... est tris vrai que la vie spéeulative est solitaire, mais il reste vrai sussi que, méme
Ia béatitude souveraine qui consiste dans Ia vision de Dieu, est essentiellement bien
commun. Cette apparente opposition entre la vie solitaire et le bien commun qui
est l'objet de cette vie s'explique du fait que cette félicité peut btre considérée, soit de
ls part de eeux qui en jouissent, soit de la part de ['objet méme de cette félicité. Or,
cet objet est, de soi, communicable & plusieurs— B, 62,

If Father Eschmann should claim that this is not his argument against
me, he would have but one alternative: an even more crass sophism. I
maintain that objective beatitude can never be other than a common good
of the supernaturally elevated person. He tries to prove that it is not.
What is the reason he offers? Formal beatitude is a strietly proper good
of the person. Does he infer from this that objective beatitude is also a
proper good of the created person? This would be a wretched sophism
begging a real identity of our formal and objective beatitude; their distine-
tion would be one of reason only. It would mean that the formal beatitude
of the creature is wholly commensurate with its objective beatitude; that
ita formal beatitude is identical with the formal beatitude of God Himself,
and that in the beatific vision God and the creature are identified. Then,
indeed, God would not be a bonum universale in causando in the strict sense
of cause. His essence would not inform the created intellect as a
formal extrinsic cause; His goodness would not be drealiter causa
finalis» of the created will; He would not even be equoddam bonum com-
mune® in Father Eschmann's sense.

The reader will recall my Opponent’s indictment:

In setting up & eprinciple of the New Order» Professor De K. has done a work
which & we B8 isi radical and daring: he has at the same time
taken in his stride & now fou ion of Christian ethics moral theology.— DM, 198,

Should any doubt remain in the reader’s mind, or should he feel,
perhaps, that the absurd positions to which we have reduced our Opponent's
principles are merely laborious inferences, let him weigh the following
paragraphs: ;

1. la, q.26, 8.3, ad 1.
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jectively, i.e. viewed from the part of its uncreated obj the vision is not &
COMIMOD ; it is not even God as Common Good (to of common good in &
adequate language) but it is God Himself, unipersale in easendo,
as been shown above.
Formally, ie. viewed as a created act and the vision is that suprems,
personal which a created intellect, Ggiali;htnlﬂwy,‘umh:ﬁn-
ately united with, and most perfectly ' .

With these two elements the essence of the vision and of final beatitude is fully
circumseribed. No further element needs to be added. No further element pertains
to the snérinsic nalure of final beatitude.

Extrinsically, however, i.e. in virtue of the fact that there is a multitude of the
Blessed sharing, as it were, in the same good, the vision might be called a certain

common good which, then, is the constitutive of a certain iety®, & which
St. Augustine has called societas fruendi Deo ef insicem in Deo.* With to this
wsocietys all that 5t. Thomas has to say is that it quas concomilanler se ... od

A simplistic idea could hardly be more simply stated.

¥II, CTHE CHIEF 'PERBONALIST TEXT)

Let us examine closely what Father Eschmann calls «the chief
‘personalist’ texts (DM ,206), ethe most concise and the most explicit state-
ment of what we now call Personalism» (DM ,197): qua est mullo magor
assimilatio. 'We must attempt to determine, first why this text is produced;
why the parenthesis is inserted; what the composite of quotatjon and
parenthesis proves; and, finally, how it may be taken to contradict my
position. Father Eschmann desires to show that God, as the object of
beatitude, cannot be a common good. Now, if such is to be his conclusion
from the quotation and parenthesis, it can follow only from an argumenta-
tion which, simplified to its utmost, will go something like this:

I. The object of the practical intellect is an operable good'. But the
common good is the highest object of the practical intellect. Therefore,
the common good is an operable good.

I1. The operable good is not an object of the speculative intellect.
But the common good is an operable good. Therefore, the common good
is not an object of the speculative intellect.

I11. The common good is an operable good. But God is not an operable
good?. Therefore, God is not & common good.

* aDe Civ. Del, X1X, 13.»

*e ST, I-11, 4, B ad 3»

1. This proposition must be taken formally.—That which is formally the object
of the practical ﬁaﬁ.’lntiu the operable gua operable, for the operable may be also an
object of tive knowledge: sut puts si mdifieator consideret domum definiendo
ot dividendo ot considerando universalia predicata ipsius. Hoe siquidem est opers-
hilis modo speculativo considerare, et mon um ? operabilia sant.. . .»
I—Ig._q.u. a.16, The term operabile must be taken for the genus divided into

and agibile.

3. When we say that God may be known prastically, we do not mean, of course,
that He ean be s proper ohject of practical knowledge. As John of 8t. Thomas
explaina: «,  Licet primarium objeetum | theologis |, quod est Deus, non sit operabils
operations factiva, est tamen attingibile operatione morali per amorem, tamgquam
finis ultimus &t reguls actionum nostrarum, et sic practice cognoscibilisy.—Cursus
theologicus, ed. Solesm., t.1, d 2, .10, n.18, p.400.
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IV. The assimilation of the speculative intellect to God is not & common
good. But beatitude is tassimilatio intellectus speculativi ad Deump.
Therefore, beatitude is not & common good.

Our answer will be brief. We distinguish the minor of the first two
arguments and contradistinguish their conclusion: The common good
which is the highest object of the practical intellect is the common operable
good, not the common good which is an intelligible end'. The same dis-
tinction applies to the major of the third argument, and to its conclusion;
the minor of this argument we concede. We concede the major of the last
argument, and contradistinguish the minor and the conclusion: if beatitude
is taken as it is in the major, i.e. formal beatitude, we agree; if taken to
mean the objective beatitude of the creature, we deny.

Father Eschmann may object to the form in which the minor of the
first argument is cast: for it states the common good to be the highest
object of the practical intellect, whereas his parenthesis ran: «the highest
object of the practical intellect is a common goods. But the point is that
unless he accepts this statement of his premise, he cannot possibly reach
that conclusion. It is the interpretation he must put upon his own words.

The text in question might be used to show that formal beatitude
18 a proper personal good, since the assimilation to God is an operation of
the intellect of the Blessed®. But if my Opponent merely intends to prove
that ethis act and good of the speculative intellect [is] a personal good»
(DM,197), in using this text, he is following the most roundabout way
one could imagine, and to no purpose, for no one has denied that formal
beatitude is a purely personal inherent good of the Blessed. But this is
not the end of the matter, for «Actus. . .noster non ponitur esse beatitudo,
nisi ratione sus perfectionis, ex qua habet quod fini exteriori nobilissime
conjungatur; et ideo nostre beatitudinis non sumus nos causa, sed Deus»?,
It is that finis exterior, the formal and final cause of beatitude, that we are
concerned to explain and defend. And it is this end which Father Eschmann
does not want to be a common good.

While Father Eschmann's quotation proves absolutely nothing either
for his position or against our own, there does exist a certain correspondence
between this text and that on the preceding page which he takes from
Ia, q.103, a4, c. But the correspondence is & disturbing one for my
Opponent’s method as well as for his argument. Let us place side by
gide the two passages concerned: first that from which is drawn the

1. For the expression finde inlelligibilis, see Ta [1e, q.3, a4
. 2. ...Regnum Dei, quasi antonomastios, duﬂm dieitur: quandoque eongre-

gatio eorum qui per fidlem ambulant; et sie Eoe militans regonum dieitur:
quandoque autem illorum ecollegium qui jam in fine stabiliti sunt; ot sio ipsa i
triumphans um Dei dicitur; et hoo modo esse in regno Dei idem est quod esse in
beatitudine. Nec differl, secundum hoc, regnum Dei o bealiludine, nixi sicul differi
Bonum commune lotius multitudinis o bono singulari uniuseujusque—In [V Seni,
d49, q.1, 8.2, sol.5

3. I'n IV Sent., d.49, q.1, 8.2, 5012, ad 2.
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excerpt he gives on page 196, and secondly the entire responsio of 5t. Thomas
from which he has selected the quotation on page 197. But first we
shall do well to read the objection relatively to this responsio:

... Videtur quod beatitudo consistat in operations intellectus practici. Finis enim
uﬂﬁnuu&j&h’tﬁmﬂmmﬁﬁthnﬁmﬂlﬁmdm: Bed homo magis
assimilatur Deo per intellectum practicum, qui est causa rerum intellectarum, quam
whﬁ;!hﬂu:qnpeguhuwm,mqmmmmgl}ulnhu Ergo beatitudo homi-

And now the two sbove-mentioned texts:
Ia, q.103, a4, c.: Ia Ile, q3, ab5:
igitur gubernationis potest accipi tripliciter.

Ad pri ergo
TUno modo i finis: et sic est & | similitudo
[8] Uno ex parte ipsius et sic est unus :Inuﬂ-d| | ‘J:'a&i:h;

:

id quod Deus bon h::i creatura est est um unionem vel in-
bons; et [ii | quantum ad hoe quod Deus est aliis formationem; que est multo
causa bonitatis, in quantum una creatura movet major mssi ~Et tamen

nationis: scilicet conservatio rerum in bono, et motio  cipalis cogniti, quod !Ht-pt::l-
Sodne iesornt Eaen e
wunt nobis innumersbiles : el onrcmy

Clearly, the wsimilitudo secundum proportionalitatem» in part [a ]
of the second text is related to [ b ] of the first, and the practical intellect
exemplifies what is said in its subdivision [ii]. It is also clear that the
wassimilatio intellectus speculativi ad Deum secundum unionem wel
informationem» in [ b ] of the second text is related to [ a ] of the first (the
clause which our Opponent ignores) and not to subdivision [i | as Father
Eschmann supposes when he says: aThis is the likeness to God in linea
essendiv.—DM 197,

Now, when my Opponent considers the likeness to God in linea essends
as opposed to what he understands by in ordine causandi’, he cannot
formally consider the assimilation of the speculative intellect to God
gsecundum unionem wel informationem»; he cannot be considering it
under the formality of union and information, but rather under the formad
aspect of inherent perfection of the creature. This consideration is quite
legitimate®. DBut when we do consider this aspect of the likeness to God,

1. I prmmhaﬁgpm in [inea essendi to causandi alone as understood in
subhdivision [ii] of the first text, and not to operandi, for, soum Dei substantia sit
ojus actio, summa assimilatio hominis ad Deum est secundum aliquam operationem.
nde, sicut supra dictum est [q.3, .2 |, felicitas sive beatitudo, per quam homo
maxime Deo eonformatur, qum est finis humans vite, in operatione consistits.—la

Iz, q.55, 8.2, ad 3.
2. ...Bonum guod omnis concupiscunt, eat esse, ut patet per Boetium in lib.111

De Consolal. [pros.x, Pat. lal. t.LX111, 6ol.763 et seqq. |; unde ultimum desideratum
ab omnibus est esse perfectum, secundum quod est possibile in paturs ills. Omne

£
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there cannot be, in this precise respect (that is, in linea essendi), any question
of assimilation to God €secundum unionem vel informationem», although
it is because of the union or information that there is a likeness in linea
essendi. In other words, the likeness to God is, in this respect, only a
usimilitudo secundum proportionalitatems, as in the case of the practical
intellect. True, even in this respect, it is a much more perfect likeness
to God than that of the practical intellect, yet as being merely proportional
it is confined to the same genus. But we hasten to add that there remains
still the most essential difference between the speculative and the practical
intellect: whereas the practical intellect can be only a likeness to God
ssecundum proportionalitatem», the speculative intellect can be, pro-
foundly and uniquely, a likeness ssecundum unionem vel informationem»,
This is, indeed, the basis for 8t. Thomas' distinction in the second text.
And we now see just what is meant by mulle major assimilatio.

When we confine ourselves then to the assimilation to God in linea
essendi (thus prescinding from the formal extrinsic cause which is absolutely
essential in the strictest sense when we speak of assimilation esecundum
unionem vel informationem), we remain within the genus of likeness
wsecundum proportionalitatem». Thus Father Eschmann has rather
missed the point. Whereas his intention was to show the radical difference
between the speculative intellect and the practical, he, in {act, does not
use the distinction he quotes from St. Thomas. Although he does not
seem to realize it, having confined himself to the linea essendi, he can never
reach anything higher than the genus of likeness ssecundum proportiona-
litatemu,

Personalists have been deeply moved by my Opponent's eque est multo
major assimilatios, printed in eapital letters. Yet it is difficult to under-
gtand how this may be called «the chief ‘personalist’ text» and «the most
concise and the most explicit statement of what we now eall Personalismbs.
It is very true that the «likeness to God in linea essendi» is a wholly personal
good (such a likeness is common good only in pradicande). But this is |
completely beside the point. The question is: Is God a common good?
Is objective beatitude a common good ?

Yet, per accidens, Father Eschmann has made a distinct contribution.
In misinterpreting the littera Sancti Thoma and in c¢louding the distinction
between the object of beatitude and the act in its relevance to our problem,
he has done & good deal to clarify the issue between «Personalism» and the
primacy of the common good.

D¢ Generation., text,59. Ft ideo ultimus finis cujuslibet rei habentis esse ab alio eat
dnplex: unus exterius, seeundum seilicet id q est desideratm perfectionis -

um: alins intarins, r&liuﬂpumpeffm nam facit conjunctio ad mn.u?;::
E de sum beatitodo sit ultimus hominis finis, duplex erit beatitudo: una qum esf in
ipeo, soibicel qua esl wliima ulpm"#io,l-:fqnmpmbﬂnutlmmm
Undamhuuh:dn creata; Yoro eaf extra (paum, ptreujquB:mm pranvism
beatitude in a causafur; uthﬂﬂlbﬂﬂhﬂbmmqﬁlﬂﬂ #v.—In IV Sent.
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VIIl. BEATITUDE, €THE} COMMON GOOD

Section IV («Professor De Koninck on Beatitude») of my Opponent's
article is the one which breathes the most confidence, and which is obviously
meant to deliver the coup de grdce. Given his notions of part and whole,
of the good and of the common good, of charity and of beatitude, together
with his remarkable ease in dealing with the kitlera Sancti Thoma, we can
appreciate that it is difficult for him to feel anything but invincible. I
venture to add, though, and for the same reasons, that it is equally difficult
for him to read my text, much less explain it.

I might further suggest a possible oversight. The Historical Point of
View draws its life-blood from the safe absence of the authors it expounds
and judges, this being the most imperative condition of its freedom. I, how-
ever, am still present to disclose and to protest against my Opponent's
distortion of the position I uphold. It may be doubted whether such
assurance as his can admit this distinetion. But in any case, the misre-
presentation of my position is of small consequence in comparison with
the doctrine he continues to advance in the name of 8t. Thomas,

The reader will recall that according to Father Eschmann it is contrary
to the very nature of person to be a part of society because & person cannot
be part of what is substantially one. But, although contrary to its nature,
a person can yet, somehow, be such a part of society. 1 quote again
from DM ,205:

Ratio partis contrariatur * Hence...the person, person, isnot a of
society: Mﬂ.mnnm-mmlmmﬂmhMuﬁm
metaphysical formality and precision of ebeing persons.

As has been pointed out already, the ratio partis 8t. Thomas indicates in
the text my Opponent quotes, is that of & natura per se'. Our contention is
that no person can be such a part because this, being contrary to the very
nature of person, will imply an absolute contradiction. But what we should
like to eall attention to at this juncture is Father Eschmann's notion of
society. If he understands and means what he says, he is maintaining
that a society is substantially one. And however prepostercus this may
sound, it is nevertheless quite in keeping with his strange notion of common
good,* namely, that it is a good not immediately and personally possessed
by him who shares in it.

Buch being the case, it is strange he does not emphasize that my own
notion of common good is contradictory since I insist that the perfect com-

* 3 Send., d. 5, 111, 2.»

I[uthnmum prmdm;ﬂuphrlnmhnpnm:mﬂum
personz (In IT] Send., d.5, q,:! 15} Thomas says: sanima est pars humans
naturs, atnnnnltuuqudanpuni How are we to «natura

per se» here ? Dmitmumﬁwumtmmﬂ

2, When we speak of my t‘-lnomnuimmmnull
eourss, preseind from the con statements he makes about the :Enu
gommon good, lest we allow him the impossibility of an sequivoeal

below page 69, n.1.



74 LAVAL THEOLOGIQUE ET PHILOSOPHIQUE

mon good is immediately shared by each person of the community, that
the one and the other attain it in its very universality; while I yet uphold
such a good as a true common good.

. L'universalité méme du bien est principe de béatitude pour la personne singulitre.
ﬂ'ﬁgnﬁﬂ. en raison de son umvuﬂll&cqu'ﬂpmt hﬁhﬁnhpﬂmﬂ;ﬂﬁhv

Or at least he might have tried to show that the following statement
is contradictory:

L'indépendance des personnes les unes des autres dans la vision méme n'exclut pas
de l'objet cette universalité qui veut dire, pour toute intelligence créfe, essentiella
communicsbilité & plusieurs., Loin de 1" ou d'en faire abstraction, l'indépen-
dance prisuppose cette communicabilité.—BC,

While he holds that my notion is mtmdmtory (which means, of course,
that it is not a notion at all) he has nowhere even remotely tried to show
this to be so. However, he persistently confuses my interpretation with
his own, and this makes it quite easy to impose upon me the contradictions
which follow from his understanding. Section IV of Father Eschmann’s
article is a striking instance of this procedure. He assumes that what
I mean by part, whole, society and common good are what he means by
these terms. As a result, my text, quite logically, is converted into a maze
of contradictions.

The misinterpretations in this section IV deserve exposition in some
detail. Its opening paragraph is the following:

Ewer sinece the days when Plato stated the problem of the philssaphers and ki
every occidental ﬂmr?uf i Mulii]‘ﬂl‘td?]?l‘ﬂf&d it.ut.rulih mdﬂavﬂunhm
regard it has to, and the it has left open for, that which is not society nor
action, viz. solitude and contemplation. The modern problem which we are now ac-

cuatnmadmeﬂmtumumemdBumtyumﬂim;huthmtmmhmuhh
age-old discussion of Philosophers and Kings.—DM 197,

In this connection my Opponent has failed to inform his readers that,
not to speak of repeated assertions in the essay he attacks, the second part
of my book is entirely devoted to showing the disastrous consequences of
La négation de la primauté du spéculatif.—BC, 85-123. And even while
quoting my own text, he will argue as if I denied these irrefutable truths:
that the ultimate end of the person consists in the vision of God, that the
speculative life is solitary, and that the persons are independent of one another
in the vision,.—BC,61-62. At times one wonders what type of reader Father
Eschmann has in mind. If he presumes, as he surely must, that his reader
knows what I actually say (he quotes the text), then the only reasonable
thing for him to do would be to point out, simply and clearly, that in
maintaining these essential truths I utterly contradiet my own position
concerning the primacy of the common good. He should not speak as if
I denied them. Obviously, the proper course would have been harder to
follow than that which he has chosen—it would have compelled him to face
the notion of common good.

Immediately following the first paragraph of section IV my Opponent
proceeds:
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Professor De Koninek will already have surprised the atientive reader by the
statement hdnh-umthltwhuh‘mdnulmmnpud{lhbwnmmun
qu'est la » p.26). Let us have & closer look into this statement !,

On 61 the author composes t be tem to concocts
wpifh;uhm against his m‘?ﬁ'ﬁmh ﬁi’tﬂnyn‘;y wthes mt?mman

L'ordre mmuthutmﬁwo:ﬂnm& i l'mdmupémhhf Or, Iz bonheur
ait consiste dans Eﬂh Ipﬁmhhuutmhhm
hhnw Ia société est o nuhonheurupimhuf de

1. Father Eschmann here adds a footnote (DM, 198, n.ﬂ-!? tSpeaking of the
Aristotelian eudaimonia, 8t. Thomas hmu:ﬂllltha elicity & common good:
«Felicitas autem est finis hum-nn , eum omnes homines i naturaliter
desiderent. Felicitas igitur est commune bonum possi ap!mrmm om-
nibus homini nisi accidat thm impedimentum guo sint ‘orbati's [Arist.
Eth. i. 1099a). eourse this is pot what Professor De K. means by le bien commun
gu'es la blatitude, The Thomistie notion of eommon good is an anal and very
elusive notions.—Indeed numtwhl.tlmﬂnh tle bien commun qu’est la béatitudes.
Aristotle’s eudaimonia is formal felicity Emoe ull;wd, When
this is ealled eommon, the communi uunan'l' tion. Wh-t,amrﬂ waa
hthuﬂnhmnldmmquuﬁu is text 7 To show that the notion of common
good is anal I.: Hﬂ.hhemﬂcuihumhawﬂdhhwm for, if the
analogical no to embrace what is signified i g expression squoddam
Gomming bonum.l then he must understand this good to%a & common good in the
Erommu.ud therefore & good in the proper sense. In other words, unless he

u:ing the term eanalogy® in an improper sense, he implies that bonum commune in

is perfectivum allerius per modum finis.—That the community in the text

K.ﬂ:“"" is one of predication can be easily established. Presumahbly the passage

en from Conéra Gentes, 111, 0.30, where 8t. Thomas shows that hum.l.n rﬂjdt,-

eannot consist in the knowledge of God sequired by dumuu:lrlhnm ﬁn-
ment is as follows: :Elmmqnnmtdmlul specied, ﬁ:mrm

npa:ﬁaiit'llt.in pluril:hu: ea enim qusm sunt & natura, mnlgmvd ﬂn:ﬁiﬂﬁ&mt
autem in pauncioribus pro qUAM GOFTU autem es M
: M omnes humm na mdmt. Faﬁﬂltll igitur est quod-
sommunes bonum possi vonirs omnibus hominibus, nisi nocidat aliquibus
ﬁnpaﬁmnithm quo snt -urinh priedistam sutem ﬂn.nlﬁmm de Deo habendam
viam demonstrationis pauel perveniunt, propter im u ]m]u. nunj.

En-mprhm ipio Libri mﬁghnuu. Mon est igitur talis
umana ,rdmhn Henee, St. Thomas is speaking of j’.m-ud tnliul !t I’aﬂun
» is & bonum commune in sentencs,

lﬂ}m
lFuhdulinbur Lsint orbalis, im o roforenca to [ Ethie., IEIBB'I:-. where Aristotla
BAYE (versio uhqm used by Bt. Thomas): «Erit antem nﬂqnn et mnltnm COmmung.

Possi enim existere omuibus non orbatis ad virtutem Eﬁ
et studium». Aristotle is rpe-.l% of the felicity whose dellnibcrn he had ad
in & chapter, and w Bt. Thomas expresses in the followi

o8t operatio propria hominis seoundum virtutem in vita parfectas.— t.,]l]
n.130. Inthumtl’.rﬂmumuuue :tthh:h-uphar proves that man
himself is one of the canses of his own felicity. St. Thomas' commentary is as follows:
lwd !mﬁ L Eﬂmt:ﬁd[am &nuri !Mu:d%;;m l.l‘raujh nﬂu:-]y,pfqgﬁ“
ﬁnmvmilt i pertinet s ul B
2&: git mmp::ﬂm aliquod his quem hlhﬂ.?hl‘lll‘lm illam. Non enim natura deficit ab eo
qu.od intendit, nisi in paveioribus. Et ita si felicitas est finis humanm naturs, oportet
possit esse communis omnibus vel pluribus hnb-anhbm hllm-ll:l-lm naturam.
%1- ﬂlu:‘l salvatur gi sit ex causa humana. Quia si git per quamdam disciplinam
et studium, poterit provenire omnibus non habentibus dﬁuud impedimentom ad
operandum opers virtutis, vel per defectum naturs sicut sunt naturaliter stultd,
aut per malam sonso consuetudinem que imitatur naturams.— 14, n.170. Al
texts eoncern the felicity which is an inherent, proper . When this good is ealled
somathing common, or squeddam commune bonum», the community is one of predica-
tion, not of eausality. But we have alread learned that to Eschmann
distinetion does not seem very important.— his last remark in the footnote
we have quoted, we might suggest that the notion of common good is even
more elusive ih&ham&h ruhmﬂ[]‘nlau @ llumuthnmtrm lﬁﬂrﬁ in mn
immpu-mn. o analogieal notion of common good cou mprise
both benum commune in causando and bonum ﬂnnulu in prmlm the latter
is mot ! & good. When used for the one and for the other,
(OOmmon » :|.l equivoeal, not analogical.

i
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Professor De K.'s answer to this sobjections is as follows:

Nous répondons que le bonheur pratique de la communauté n'est pas, par soi,
ordonné au bonheur spéculatif de la personne singulidre, mais au bonheur
spéculatif de la personne en tant que membre de la communauté. [ Here is

Petrus de Alvernin, In VII Pol., lect. 2. ]! Ilserait, en effet, contra-
ictoire qu'un bien commun fiit, de soi, ordonné & la singulidre com-
me telle. I est trds vrai que la vie spéeulstive est solitaire, mais il reste vrai
sussi que, méme s béatitude souveraine qui consiste dans la vision de Dieu,
eat easentiellement bien commun. Cette apparente opposition entre la vie so-
litaire et le bien commun qui est 'objet de cette vie s'explique du fait que cette

ficlicité peut ftre consi soit de la part de ceux qui en jouissent, soit de la
E&ﬂdemjﬂ.mhmdﬂuuafﬂidﬂ. Or, cet objet est, de soi, communicable
plusieurs.  Bous ce rapport, il est le bien tif de la communauté. Le

bien commun pratique itétmnrdnnnﬁimhim.ﬂ:mlltifquh'&mdmm-
me bien commun aux personnes. L'indépendance personnes les unes des
sutres dans la vision méme n'exclut pas de l'objet cetbe universalité qui veut
dire, toute intelligence créde, essentielle communieabilité & plusieurs.
Loin de I'exclure, ou d'en faire abstraction, l'indépendance présuppose cette
eommunicabilité.

Is this somehow emagisterials Nmﬁnﬂdwninmﬂnmitrﬁthm
Thomas' famous Respondes. Dicendum?—DM 198,

I trust the reader will agree that in this passage I am stating as expli-
citly as I can that what I mean by the speculative good of the community,
is none other than the object of beatitude; and that the apparent opposition
between the solitude of the speculative life and the community of its object
iz due to a failure to distinguish beatitude on the part of those who enjoy it,
from beatitude which is the very object. Father Eschmann, though
he will mention the distinction, completely ignores its relevance to our
problem.

Our formal felicity is not beatitudo per essentiam, but by participation
and hence cannot be equal to its cause—objective beatitude. In its in-
commensurable communicability to many, objective beatitude is numeri-
cally one®. That it is actually communicated to many does not affect it
intrinsically. Ewven for the creature, the respect of excedens et excessum
remains entirely the same. It is for this reason that, as we have already
shown, the divine good can only be compared to the creature as the good
of the whole to the part, whether other ereatures actually exist or not.

Let me attempt to convey this vital truth in terms more unmistakable
still. When 8t. Thomas says that we must love God more than ourselves
because He is the sbonum commune omnium», he does not mean that we

I. To the reader unssquainted vilhr:fbmk.tthnuld]jhm point out that
Petrus de Alvernia is not ?J_nhd in the body writing, but in a footnote.—BC,180-
151, n.56. My argument is not based on this footnote, as the reader may verily for
himself. In procesding as if it were, Father Eschmann avoids the true reason I give
for my conclusion.

2. «Sicut autem ex modo visionis apparet diversus Frndm- glorim in Beatis, ita ex
#0 quod videtur apparet gloris sadem: nam cujuslibat felicitas ex hoo est quod Dei
substantiam videt, ut probatom est. Idem ergo est quod omnes Beatos facit: non
tamen ab eo omnes mqualiter beatitudinem eapiuni»—Conira Gentes, 111, .58
eIn quo etiam considerandum est quod o contrarius est ordo
ot spiritpalivm motunm. Omnium corporalium motuum est idem numero
primum subje¢tum, fines vero diversi. BSpiritualinm vero motuum, seilicet intelles-
tualium spprehensionum et voluntatum, sunt gquidem diversa subjeeta prims, finis
vero numero idems.—1bid.
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must love God more than ourselves because He happens to be also the good
of this person and of that person, but because He is, by His own goodness,
athey common good. And that is why St. Thomas can say in a text
prescinding from the actual existence of any neighbour, that we must love
God more than ourselves because He is the common good of all. It is for
the same reason no created person dare think of the divine good as ordered
to himself (which he most certainly should do if God were his proper good)
but must rather see himsell as ordered to God. Let me quote again the
second answer from the article: Utrum homo debeal ex carilale plus Deum
diligere quam seipsum. The objection is based on the assumption: «unum-
quodque diligitur inquantum est proprium bonums.
Mmmdmdwmdmmwmhhmﬁptqmmmdum quod est

gibi conveniens: non autem ita guod bonum totius in se referat, sed potius ita quod
seipaam refert in bonum totius!,

Does this not make it plain that our own personal speculative felicity must
be ordered to its object as to the common good ?

The divine good is & common good, not in that it is communicated,
but in that it is communicable, to many. It would be unspeakably foolish
to think that, because there are many persons participating in the divine
good, the object of beatitude and charity is in any way divided or altered,
or the immediacy in attaining and loving it is in any way interrupted.
Indeed, only because we already love God as the sbonum commune omnium s,
shall we, consequently, love this and that neighbour. If we did not love
our neighbour; if the fact that he too shared in the same numerical good,
perhaps to a much greater extent, were either indifferent or repugnant to us,
it could only be because we did not love the divine good as a common good,
that is, because we would be placing above all else our singularity, and
hence, the proper good.

This is the consideration which sustains my answer to the objection
which my Opponent terms sconcocteds. It is an objection which has been
often made, however, and which is supposedly based on book X of the
Ethics, where Aristotle holds that the man of wisdom, teven when by him-
self, can contemplate truth, and the better the wiser he is»; (.7, 1177a30)
and also on the Thomistic acceptation of this teaching, which loyally
follows the Philosopher. But the felicity in question here is formal felicity;
while our problem turns on the one that Father Eschmann has chosen to
ignore—objective felicity. Now the question to which we have been
unceasingly trying to direct attention is simply, which of these two is the
ultimate end? Must the person order himself to objective felicity, or
objective felicity to himself ? If he is to order himself to objective felicity,
that will only be because the latter is not his proper good. If it is not a
proper good and yet a good, it can only be a common good.

But when the principle is maintained that the person must order him-
self to his ultimate end as to a common good, in no way does it follow that
this must be & mass movement, so to speak, by the community as a whole.

1. Ila 11z, q.28, a.3.
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Nothing obliges us to draw such an absurd conclusion, and I must once
more protest against my Opponent's attribution of it to me. Throughout
my work I have made it clear that our neighbour does not share in this
ordering and that it is rather the task of each individual person. I leave it
to my reader then to understand, if he can, how Father Eschmann, after
my emphatic statement «Il est trés vrai que la vie spéeulative est soli-
taire» and my insistence on «l'indépendance des personnes les unes des
autres dans la vision méme» can proceed without making any distinction
whatever (even after quoting my text!). He should at least, I repeat,
allow that when I speak of solitude and independence I am right, although
self-contradictory when I hold that these can have anything to do with the
common good. But we shall search in vain for any such remark; he simply
continues as if I maintained that the assecutio of this common good is an
asseculio communis as opposed to the assecutio singularis of the speculative
intellect.—DM 200,

IX. TFIDELIGSIMUS DISCIPULUS EJUSY

Let us return to Father Eschmann's text.

Is this somehow smagisterialy Nous répondoms in conformity with Master
Thomas' famous Respondeo. Dicendum?

Thniﬂmmntnnhumlﬂrﬂmnuﬂ:ﬂﬂmrunﬂtﬂlﬁumuhut%d
Auvergne. The quotation from this continuator of Bt. Thomas' Commentary on the
Pﬂdmuhmmﬂwmmmmmmrthnpmmwnnmmmlhm—
tically Thomistic documentation was at hand. It is, in , & fact a8 un-understand-
able to any eerious Thomistic scholar as it is characteristie for Professor De K.'s
scientific methods that at a juncture where the most proper and important point of
the whole diseussion is under debate—hic Rhodus, kic saltal—the author wmﬁﬂy
forgets about 8t. Thomas., The reader is avid ta get good Thomistic bread, bot he
must content himself with Ersatzs.

Peter of Auvergne, as is well known, is a secular priest, a member, in the last
decades of the thirteenth nenturr ﬂ'lhEFl-El.ll‘H" of Arta at the University of Paria
and, at one time, & disei] 8t. Thomas hose lectures he attended in Paris, some-

where between 1269 12?3 Althm:;h I.'-ac.uu.m of his general doctrinal outlook,

there is no doubt that he must be counted among the re tatives of the oldest
Thomist school, nevertheless, in & question of detail quality of his Thomism
is & mather, not of assum n, but of examination. For it ia not impossible that the
Averroistic atmosphere o H-ernArhmm;htmmhwhvamhudhudw
trine, a it happened, not infrequently in those times, for instance and especially,
in the ease of another Parisian Artist, John O.F, Mlnn;uﬂ:nnuhanuf
a doctrinal source retains any proper and intelligible meaning, it is surely impossible
to use Peter of Auvergne unqualifiedly as a Thomistic source; and, let it be noted,
&wmmaa-g;;hu,nlmumu,tﬂ jetan, John of 8t. Thomas, ete., commentators whom
Professor pul:,mﬂmutmr&uhnﬂam,nnoqﬂfmﬁn;mthﬂt'ﬂmmu
himself —DM,198-109.

But, as I have mentioned already, my reply to that sconcocted»
objection is in no sense dependent on the authority cited in the footnote,
To give the proper argument for a doctrine, and to refer to an author as
confirming it, are not quite the same thing. It is probably what Father
Eschmann has already done with the ilera Sancti Thoma which now makes
it necessary for him to believe that the text of Peter of Auvergne is the only
possible Thomistic basis for my reasoning; nevertheless, it is my duty to
humbly and stubbornly maintain that this same reasoning is founded on
nothing other than the plain words of the Angelic Doctor.
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The first two paragraphs of the passage I have quoted need no remark.
But a word on Peter of Auvergne, and a few observations on my use of other
commentators may perhaps be called for. 'Who was this Peter of Auvergne ?
Let it be noted that he was not just another disciple who attended the lec-
tures of 8t. Thomas. Ptolemy de Luca, the man who was both disciple
and confessor of 8t. Thomas, calls him, with reference, as it happens, to
this same commentary on the Polilics, fidelissimus discipulus ejus®. As to
my dependence on other authors, a scrutiny of the essay which Father
Eschmann attacks will reveal that it contains a single quotation from
Cajetan (a mere paraphrase), and five quotations from John of St. Thomas.
Of the latter, only two actually appear in my own text: the first being a
passage which notes the obvious distinction between common good and
alien good; the second to show even the temporal common good must be
publicly ordained to God. But even if my references to such authorities
were a8 numerous and as important as my critic seems to imply, I could not
think myself obliged to apologize for them. Not only do I admit without
hesitation a need for the assistance of these great minds, but in relying on
them I think I am obeying an authority which not even Father Eschmann
would be inclined to reject. In a later chapter we shall see why my Op-
ponent has good reason for urging the reader to be on guard against these
famous theologians.

Granted that I do not use the authority of Peter of Auvergne as the
basis for my argument, there remains the question why I refer to him at all.
The reason is simple enough. They who infer from Aristotle’s Ethics that,
since the speculative life is solitary , there can be no question of 8 common
good of the speculative life, should be reminded of a passage in the Politics,
VII, ¢.3:

But if these things are well said, and if happiness is to be defined as well-doing, the
active life is the life both for the whole state collectively and for each man indi-
viduslly. Bum%;mm qf. mamwmm,mm
pw&l:ﬂml'.mm processes active that are pursued for

of the dbjects that resull from action, bul far more those jona and that
have their end in themselves and are pursued for their owm sake; for the end is to do well,
and therefore is a certain form of action. And even with actions done in relation to
external objects we predicate action in the full sense chiefly of the master-craftsmen
who direct the action by their thoughts. —1325b14-232,

Yet this single passage remains obscure. A consideration made in
chapter 2 of the same book will help to determine its meaning:

On the other hand it remains to say whether the happiness of a state is to be pronounced
the same as thal of each indiridual man, or whether it is different. Here too the answer
is clear: everybody would agree that it is the same; for all those who base the good
life upon wealth in the case of the individual, also assign felicity to the state as a
whale if it is wealthy; and all who value the life of the tyrant highest, would also say

1. tHos etiam tempore [ Gregorii X, Thomas ] soripsit etiam su
pie s il 1 e Goneaion, sl nocomperly o i Polionty S
com o
Inﬂmdn;it.ﬂmuumphilm us, ot demum Epi ﬁ:ﬂm&n Hist,
Ecelesinstica Rer. Iial. Seripd., X1, 1170».—Apud E:tlm M axpoxwer, O.P., Siger
de frabant, Louvain 1911, 1dre partie, p.204.

2. Transl. H. Racknau, Loeb Classieal Library.
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that the state which rules the widest empire is the happiest; and if anybody accepts
the individual as happy on account of virtue, he will also say that the state which is the
better morally is the ier. . . Now it is clear that the best constitution is the system
under which anybody whatsoever would be best off and would live in felicity; but the
qpﬂﬁminimdmmthnputuﬁhmnhulmuthuihﬁhaqmmp}nnﬂbr
virtue is the most desirable, whether the life of citisenship and activity is desirable or
rather a life released from all external affairs, for example some form of contempla-
tive life, which is said by some to be the only life that i phi ie. For it is manifest
that these are the two modes of life principally chosen by men most ambitious
ﬂll.tﬂ]ﬂiiﬂﬁ!ﬂll.b)ﬂlinﬂltﬁmﬂlndltﬂ“mtdl}—lmlhelﬁﬂﬂf
politics the life of philosophy. And it makes no little difference which way the
truth lies; for assuredly the wise are bound to arrange their affairs in the direction
of the better goal—and this applies to the state collectively as well as to the individual

human being.—1324a5-35.

So we see that, in this work, while expressly repeating the doctrine
of his Ethics, Aristotle nevertheless refers to a contemnplative happiness of
the community. He does not explain here how there can be such a thing;
he does not state the principle. However, the principle which justifies
his statement does exist, and it is my claim that upon that principle my
own argument is founded.

Now, there exists a Thomistic commentary on this very text, a com-
mentary by Peter of Auvergne, fidelissimus discipulus of 8t. Thomas whose
lectures he attended. To my mind, it is distinetly anot impossible» that
much of this commentary should reflect what he heard from 8t. Thomas
himself'. Yet why should we go into such a matter? Whether the disciple
is an authority or not, is surely no question to detain us; our real task is
simply to inquire if what he teaches makes gaod sense. Let us examine
what he has to offer us:

.. .Felicitas est operatio hominis secundum intellectum. In intellectu autem est
considerare speculativum, cujus finis est cognitio veritatis, et practicum cujus finis
est operatio, Et secundum hoe duplex felicitas assi hominis. Una speculativa
que est operatic hominis secundum virtutem ectam contemplativam que est
sapientia. Alia autem practica que est perfectio hominis secundum perfectam vir-

peum solum,

quiedam operatio tim et speculatio totius civitatis; et ideo est quadam
felicitas practica et tiﬂquﬂdlmhm]inhmhdumqpmr:n!et.mil

felicitas practica totius eivitatis et quedam contemplativa totins civitatis. Felicitas

sutem speculativa secundum unum hominem melior est practica que est secundum

perfectio intellectus digihﬂhrutqmq-tmﬂunbjatﬁmmﬁﬂ;phﬂu,quu

ratio perfectionis sumitur ex objecto; talis sutem est speculativa. Felicitas enim est

1. It spems that besides this econtinuation of St. Thomas' commen Peter
wrote his own commentary on the Politics. «Du commentaire des livres 111-VIII de
Piarre d' Auvergne, il faut bien distinguer ses tions sur les livres I-V ot VII de
la Politique, qui se lisent dans le manuserit lat.16080 .274-318 de la Biblio. Nat.».—
Msar A. PErzer, Reue Nlumhuiq;a, 1920, p.219. Mesar M. Grassany refors to
this conolusion in Die Werke des AL Thomas ton Aquin, Munster 1931, p.86; see also
Mittelalierliches Gristesleben, Munich 1936, t. I, p.230; P. GromEux, des
Maktres en thiologie de Paris au X111 sidcle, Paris 1033, i.1, p.415; E. Hoczoms,
La vie et auires de Pierre d' Aueergne, le;u'::" 1933, pp. t‘“Ilflll 29, IH"I‘{II:IE
*ﬁﬁanu' are really a distinet commen it won interesting to eompare 0.

whole matter is further com by the fact that there were iwo Peters of
Auvergne, which raises a problem of authenticity for the many works attributed to
the first, excluding of eourse those mentioned mhulmy. however, we are
coneerned merely with the internal value of present commentary which was
intended as & sontinuation of 5t. Thomas" own.



IN DEFENCE OF BAINT THOMAS 81

tmphnnmmmduunum ter eligibilior est contemplativa -tmndmn

unum; mmmuvﬁsmmanmndumunum qu;md

dicere Aristoteles thmnﬂmmmﬂunhh.muuﬂmﬂpdm
ﬂ“lIMﬂmMﬂm Amabile enim et uni; melius vero
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civitatis comparantur ad contemplativam secundum unum, sicut totum ad partem:

totum autem rationem magis perfecti et majoris boni habet quam pars; et ideo i

quam illa.—Lect.2.

The reader will have noticed the most essential words of this text:
eratio perfectionis sumitur ex objecio; talis autem est speculativa. Felicitas
enim est perfectio intellectus respectu primi et maximi intelligibilis», as
well as the quotation from the Ethics, I, c.1, 1094b8. To overlook these
phrases, which show us the crueial importance of the object in any analysis
of beatitude, is to be led of necessity into a hopeless misunderstanding of
the entire passage. Now, throughout his discussion Father Eschmann
has missed the relevance of the object; furthermore, as we have already
seen, in rejecting the universality of the principle from Ethics, I, he does not
appear to have quite grasped its meaning., It was inevitable, then, that
he should have nothing but hard words for our fidelissimus discipulus:

The clumsiness both of the notions themselves and of the whole procedure of
combining and comparing them, is at once striking.—DM, 199,

Yet one cannot help thinking, however unlikely the possibility, that the
writer of this harsh eriticism cannot have read the whole of this second
lesson. For Peter has already said:

JAb illis qui dicunt optimam wvitam hominis esse in optima operations virtutis,
dmmumﬁhmmqmmmﬂ:mmmwhmm&m“qm

consistit in directione vel ordine operationum que sunt ad alterum, sit eligibilior,
vel illa qus est absoluta & turbstione civili et actionibus exterioribus magis, quam

dicimus contemplativam, quam eolam intendimus Philosophos intenders
In an earlier paragraph he has stated:

&mutduﬂhﬁmmummmmh,:ﬂmmam

2

¢

istarum &t elighilior: utrum ﬂhqmmmtmwmmunmmﬂvﬂ:mmﬂ
vivendo eiviliter, nulmtmhﬂ,nlllhqunmm est et absoluta ab hujusmodi
communicatione civili mhnetml-m tiva. Vocat autem vitam

ahsolutam et mﬁtmlpphumh}mhunmdum
intellectum pmumnb}uutumn;:mﬂu-phmum, unnuudltnu
motuum et perturbationum sine mndﬂhdﬂﬂu didmn
sbsolutam a communicatione civili; et per Hﬂll
hmquﬂhm:hhhhdmmhm mtammuh

niter est vita civilis,

There is also the following passage:
ﬂpﬂmmmmhww magis accidit in civili
mnhd:ﬁqmmnk ﬁm“mmmmd
And finally, in the same lesson, we read this admirable commentary on
Aristotle’s dietum that the free man is scause of himselfs*:

1. Melaph., I, 0.2, BE82b25.
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...Bicut Philosophus dicit in primo Melophysice, liber est qui est suiipsius causa.
Quod non potest hhﬂiﬁdﬂqunddkglhnﬁcgmmﬁw:L ihil enim est
causs sui: sed est intelbgendum quod liber sit ille, qui um aliquid proprium
sibi est causa sibi operandi. Et tunc veritater habet quod liber est suiipsius causa
v yereg o e el gy i gy A v
inquantum per ali inci in &0 o r. In rat
autem finis, inquantum nmmﬁdﬁmﬁhﬁﬁmmW ilhad.
Et quia homo maxime in esse constituitur per intellectum, est enim in  vel
mmmemmdmh%mmﬁmmmdm_ﬂﬁm.dm
homo liber dieitur, qui per virtutem intellectuslem existentem in eo operatur non
accipiens ab alio rationem operandi, nec impedimentum habens ex parte materie;
et qui operatur ad finem qui debetur ei secundum naturam predictam. Et quanto
magis natus est operari secundum illud quod perfectius est in intellectu in eo, et ad
finern excellentiorem secundum idi , tanto liberior est. Et ideo qui simpliciter
operatur secundum virtutem intellectuslem, et ad finem secundum intellsctum,
perfectissime liber est.

Yet Father Eschmann, without an effort at the least distinction, can
impose upon Peter, fidelissimus discipulus of 8t. Thomas, the stupid opinion
that the contemplative life of the community is a egenuine social or common
acty, an tasseculio communigs ' —DM 200. But let us answer the question
he raises:

Mdmmdﬁamﬁuutﬁmﬂmmdthhnh:hqle ocedure of
combining and comparing them, is at once striking. For, what is operatio

N Tt maeieg it Tachy ta diccvered In e notionwhas
nology, an intelligible meaning £ i in this notion—what in
the world can speculalio folius cimiatis be 7—DM 190,

Since Peter's critic reluctantly allows that it is not impossible tan
intelligible meaning might finally be discovered in this notion» of operatio
prudentiz folius civifalis, we may pass at once to the second question®.
Since Father Eschmann attacks Peter's speculatio totius civitalis chiefly

1. For che reader who may have a particular interest in this principle of the
dential o ion of the City as & whole, here are & fow considerations which may
helpful, First we should recall what is laid down in In [ Ethie., leat.l,

guoted above, p.17,0.1.  Let him note the lines: « Habe! ndhilominus of iprum tolum ali-

guam operalionam, non est propria alicujus pariium, sed folius, puts conflictus

totius exercitus, Et tractus navis est operatio multitudinis trahentium navem. ..

Eﬁn autem ad eamdem scientiam ifmthult totum quod habet t-umth
inis unitatem, et ipsiuss, Hen wWire no i @

ET: Eatinet. science of Politios, |1 riiately fallowit owing this

Thomas gives the divisions of moral philosophy. «Et inde esi, quod

7 tiones

gonus coperatio totius societatiss. Now pru is recla ratio agibilium. In regard
hpﬁuﬂdnﬁet&:hmmtwﬁndlﬂmdMEthﬁh reghiatiea, that is,
the prodencs of one who governs the community toward the common : the
other is called simply, Mlm.&ﬂwﬂmquuhmw.gfhﬂ
they, freely and in ormity with the government, direet their actions toward the
eommon good.—In VI Ethkic., leet.7; [la I, q.50, aa.1, 2; I'n I1] Seni., d.33, %3.
&.1, sald. Bn:uu&mdmmtmﬁﬂ inly in sounsel and in i

should be done, but in actually commanding what should be done.—Ifa {I», q.47,
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in connection with supernatural beatitude, we too shall confine ourselves
to this application. But what we ghall find is that only St. Thomas' own
doctrine explains its meaning.

The very letter of Peter's lesson 2 precludes an asseculio communis
or «a genuine social or common act». In contemplation itself persons
cannot share one another's ordination. The ultimate reason why such a
thing is quite impossible must be found in the fundamental distinction
between the practical and the speculative good: Intellectus practicus ordi-
natur ad bonum quod est extra ipsum: sed infellectus speculativus habet bonum
in seipso, scilicel contemplationem veritatis'. In contemplation, considered
as the act of the intellect, each person is more than anywhere else, suiipsius
causa, as Peter explains. But the object of this act, be it noted, is not just
any intelligible good, it is the very highest, the ¢primum et maxime intel-
ligibile». Now, while the act of contemplation is proper to the knower,
the object could not be proper to him, unless he himself were that object.
Manifestly, this is out of the question; no finite intellect, not even the soul
of Christ, could be thought of as adequate to the object of beatitude®,

And now we are again faced with a familiar problem: why did God
in His goodness® and wisdom produce s manifold of intellects? The only
acceptable reasom is that He wished to communicate Himself abundantly,
and that the communication of Himself to a single created intellect could not
meet the greatness of His design. He has not chosen to manifest Himself
merely to this person, but to many persons. In this respect it is the mani-
festation of Himsell to the manifold which is His primary intention. This
does not mean, however, that He manifests Himself to the manifold in
such a way that, in this immediate manifestation, the many becomes,
as it were one body reaching Him by an asseculio communis as opposed to
asseculio singularis, for He obviously remains the object of this epeculative
intellect and that. But the Saints in their multitudes are not chosen by
God merely that there may be a plurality. Each person is made for Him;
no person is made for the other persons. He is not the good of a collect-
ivist community. Yet He is the good of this and of that person. That
He can be the good, the infinite good, of this and of that person is not acci-
dental; it is His very nature, whether or not He makes only this person or
only that. Hence, when He does make the one and the other, in no sense

l Id.rf#,q.ﬂ.l.ﬂ-.lﬂﬂ.

-Aliguid dicitur tum d ter: lhnluh,utmﬁm mid.
too g Bidis Sl e ol B gl i o st
B8 QA oognosc
m.ﬁmhmfmq'm»tbumhtmml itqmmﬂbmmmmmm
quod est beatitudinis obj m.nmmpﬂhtmmﬂmu non enim
utnil:u.numwmmm uudmbwl. anquuﬂnun.i:hnm

dl;un lhrnt tunpunth - ot sie unus potest esse h-ﬂnr
um adeptionem hujus @ Mm uninseujusque hominis: a
ﬂiﬁiﬂl dllpm.m':t -i“ u“ ﬁhﬁnnun: ::l Joann., e.14, leot. 1.

3. We must not that for God the created are themselves
and that uum‘m“mmm"ﬁm NM
intueatur ea [ que seil. m]mm quis q’md:p-:ﬂ

possit, tamen socommodatiug quod intuetur ea mbomhh.
omnium que ab eo flunts.—De Ver., q.2, 8.5, o, b
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could He be called a common good per accidens. Yet such would be the
case if the community of the divine good depended upon the existence of
this and that person.

In domo Patris mei mansiones multz sunt'. The many mansions re-
present the formal beatitude of the Blessed. But the mansions are the
chambers of a single heavenly home. In the passage which follows, St.
Thomas shows us how this house of God may be understood in two ways.

hL...Cmn uniuscujusque domus sit in qua habitat, illa dicitur domus Dei
in qua habitat Deus; Deus autem habitat in sanctis; Jer. x1v, vers.9: T'u in nobis es,
Domine ete. Sed in quibusdsm quidem per fidem; 11 Cor.v1, vers.16: Inhabitabo in
tllis, ef fnambulabo inter eos. In quibusdam vero per fruitionem perfectam; I Cor. xv,
28: Ut #it Deus omnia in omnibus. Duplex est domus Dei. Una est militans
Ecclesia, ecilicet congregatio fidelium; I Tim. m, 15: Ut scias quomode oporieal le in
domo Dei conversari, est Ecclesia Dei viei. Et hanc inhabitat Deus per fidem;
Apoc. xx1, 3: Ecce Dei cum hominibus, et habitabo in illis. Alin est
trium gcilicet sanctorum collectio in gloria Patris; Ps. wxav, 6: Replebimur in
bonis domus tuz. Sanclum es! lemplum fuum, mirabile in equilale,

[b]...Bed domus Patris dicitur non solum illa quam ipse inhabitat, sed etiam
ipsemet, quis ipse in seipso est. Et in hac domo nos colligit. Quod autem ipse Deus
git domus, habetur IT Cor. v, 1: Domum habemus a Deo, non manufactam, siernam in
cxlis. Et hee domus est glorie, que est ipse Deus; Jer. xvin, 12: Solium altitudinis
ploriz tumw a principio, locus sanchficalionis nostre, Manet autem homo in hoe loeo,
scilicet Deo, quantum ad voluntatem et affectum per fruitionem caritatis; 1 Joan. 1v, 16:
Qi manel in cartiale, in Deo manet, e Deus in ¢o: et quantum ad inte per no-
titiam veritatis; infra xvi1, 17: Sanchifica eos in veritale. In hac ergo domo, idest in
gloria, quse Deus est, mansiones multa sunt, idest diverss icipationes beatitudinis
mquﬂ qui plus cognoscit, majorem locum habebit. i ergo participationes

ivins cognitionis et {ruitionis, sunt diverss mansiones2,

The mansions are mansions of the same house both in the first meaning
of house and in the second, and anyone’s formal beatitude is but a single
mansion. God Himself dwells in each mansion, yet His dwelling in the
house is more abundant than in any single chamber. It is because of the
narrowness of the individual mansion that it cannot receive Him in the
fullness with which He is received in the house. When He said to His
disciples: Where there are lwo or three gathered together in my name, there I am
in the midst of them, He did not mean that He is not then present to Peter
as Peter, or to John as John; yet He is more fully present then to Peter and
John than to either Peter or John alone. And this is the reason why,
even in the present life, that is, in the house in which God dwells according
to faith, if two of you shall consent upon earth concerning anything whatsoever
they shall ask, it shall be done to them by my Father who is in heaven®.

So it is in beatitude. Both Peter and John know that it is better that
He be present to both together. They see the infinite greatness of God is
such that, in truth, it can never be fully manifested neither to one nor the
other, nor to both, nor even to all those whom He has chosen. Nor would
they see God if they did not see that this goodness is incomprehensible,
illimitable. They see that His indwelling in the house which is the Church,

1. Jo., v, 2.
2. In Joann., 6.14, leat.l.
3. Maith.,, xvmr, 18-20.
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is, absolutely speaking, seligibiliors, because their viewpoint is truly divine.
In secing God, Peter sees what is greater than anything which could be
his proper good for he knows that he is only Peter; he sees that God is
infinitely more communicable than He is to Peter himself, and it is this
infinity of goodness Peter loves, because he loves God in Himself and in that
bounty which, of its very nature is diffusive of itself. For this diffusion
is not what proceeds from Him, «secundum operationem causm efficientis,
it is His own goodness—aprout est bealiludinis objectum». And if there be
also John to share the vision, Peter cannot fail to rejoice, because the super-
abundance of the divine good is his joy. And if the share of John be
greater than his own, Peter will again rejoice, for the prime measure of
their happiness is neither Peter nor John, but the immeasurable liberality
of the divine good. Yet the one soul does not need the other, for their
operation is their own; nor does the one aid the other to see, for God alone
encompasses and draws them; and the very immediacy and freedom have
their reason in the universality of divine truth and goodness. Ewven if
Peter alone had been chosen, he would know that his is only a mansion in
comparison with the House that is God Himself.

Mow, the union between the mansions is twofold, according to the
twofold meaning of the house of the Father. The first union is because
of the identity of the House that is God. For, what the Blessed see and
what they enjoy is the same. E! in hac domo nos colligit. This does not
mean that the Blessed are present to one another in the primary object of the
vision which can be nothing but God alone. Indeed their union would be
infinitely less if the Deity Itself, quantum ad id quod notum est sibi soli de
seipso, were not exclusively the primary object. This union is the most
profound, for it is not merely an effect of the termination of the vision and love
of the Blessed in the same object and good, but is founded also in the fact
that the object and the good are attained and adhered to in their very
universality . Hence, the union because of the identity of the object is
incomparably greater than any conceivable union dependent on the Blessed
themselves.

The second union of the mansions is in that house which is the Church.
Christ, Who according to His divinity is the separated good of the Chureh, is,

1. sL'incommunicabilité des porsonnes dans I'sote de vision rompi-elle 1'uni-
vu-hl.id.a-l.objal? Ellmourquummhmobnt pnrta-dmhhmunjvwnl
eomme tel, ou sur le hisn pour son [-.pu-lummainq:nhh Et ce
hml,ut-dmunbunaammnn dmthdmhutmnum par voie de
Mum,mmmhmmitmmmnhﬂmddlhm
somme telle ot ob il perd sa raison de eommunauté T»—BU 64-65. Bread would be
an example of this lowest kind of eommon good. ludumhununinvnlvudhm

on, reduction to proper goods. Yet, in the Blessed Sacrament,
Lhanppmmmnfﬂmmilmm:hrmﬂtmmmumod rullg;ﬂ-n_tthu
common good. ,Bonum eommune spirituale totius Eoolesim continetur
tialiter in ipso Eu.uhmlhn sacramentos.—[Ifa, q.65, a3, ad 1. We are
rmnduddthnhudn-ﬁ’m «A sumente non concisus, non confracius, non divisus:
integer aecipitur. Sumit unus, sumunt mille: quantum isti, tantum ille: neo sumptus
consumitur. . . Frasto demum sseramento, ne vacilles, sed memento, tantum esss
mb!rqmto-. guantum toto tegitur, Nulla rei fit soissura: nn:u.nhnn fit fraturs,
us neo status neo statura minuiturs. Again, 'nmlllt‘lu;h in this connee-
, the words of 8t. Paul, I Cor. x, 17: Quoniom unus panis, unum corpus muli
sumus, omnes, Jul d¢ uno pond parlicipamus.
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according to His humanity the head, the principal member and part of the
Church. The mansions are strictly part of this house; the membera are
strictly members of this body. And in this they communicate directly
among themselves extra Verbum. Yet, the ultimate principle of this
communion i8 still the separated good, for, as we read in the Encyelical
Mystici Corporis:

.In mystico, de quo agimus, Corpore conspirationi huie internum sliud adjungitur
prmupmm,quod.ﬁunmmmw,qmmmﬁt mmmmmﬂ
virtuteque pollens, talis est excellentiee, ut ratione sui omnia uml.l.l'.u vineuls, quibus
vel physicum vel morale corpus copuletur, mmmﬂmut Hoe est,
utmpndmma]lquuimnutumlm, superni ordinis, immo in semet 1pso infi-

nilum omning alque incréatum; Dsmmum;ﬂﬂﬂnm,qmututﬁnplm{m
&l idem numero, tolam Eeclesiom replet et unify 1,

We must note that, whether we compare the mansions to the House that
is God or to the house that is the Church, in either case they are mansions,
and the mansion of a house is a part. In the first comparison we have the
speculatio lotius civilalis as the greatest good which God has produced.
Yet, we must not consider this speculatio or felicitas absolutely, that is,
as the operation and inherent perfection of the created persons. We must
consider it in relation to its object and cause., The unity of the divine
City is to be sought, not in an absclute comparison of its parts or in their
interrelations, but in the identity and universality of the divine good of the
City. If we merely consider the parts in their formal beatitude, the good
that is common to them is common only according to predieation.

And this should suffice to show what is meant by speculatio folius
civilalis, and to vindicate Peter of Auvergne who, in this lesson 2 of Polilics,
VII, is a most faithful disciple of St. Thomas. To see that the common
good of the entire heavenly city is «eligibiliors, our eye must be fixed on
God and on His purpose in creating and choosing, not Peter alone, but
Peter and John, and all the mighty host of the Elect.

And now may I be forgiven if I set down once more a passage which
Father Eschmann (DM,193) h.m npnmd no effort to ridicule:

L'universalité méme du bien est de béatitude pour la personne singulidre.
(C'est, en effet, en raison de son tﬁqu’ﬂpulth&hﬁnrhpﬂmnmmmhhv
Et cette communication an bien commun fonde la communication des personnes sin-
gulitres entre elles ertra verbum: le bien commun en tant que bien commun est la
mhmmmqmnamtmmﬂcnhbmdlmnmwl
aimé dans sa communicabilité aux sutres: tprsexigitur amor boni communis toti
societati, quod est bonum divinum, prout est beatitudinis objectum».—BC,26-27.

X. iTNUASQUIBQUE BEIFAUM IN DEUM ORDINAT BICTUT PARS ORDINATUR
AD BONUM COMMUNER

In large capital letters Father Eschmann repeats a text from St.
Thomas: «ipse solus dirigitur in speculationis finem» —DM,200. Let us
first read the text as he reproduces it. Immediately following his question
«...what in the world can speculalio folius civilalis be?», he has thia:

1. Apostolice Sedis, 20 Julii, 1943, p.222. Heference to Br. Toowis:
D«lFlr q,zﬁ.t.-l o.—Italies mine,
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It is exactly this notion which, most unfortunately, Professor De E. has picked out
to be the cornerstone of his answer,
Bt. Thomas speaks quite a different language:
Sicut bonum unius consistit in actione et contemplatione, ita et bonum mul-
titudinis, secundum quod econtingit multitudinem contemplationi vacare,
T mmtum tallect wm:tmdlt,
prupmetmmmunn,mqum per in um
1] se et alios mﬁnm,utmhtmmﬁnmﬂhmdmitm
aliquis ex hoe, q speculatur, ipse solus dirigitur in speculationis finem.
Ipumtmﬁmm&dlmhnlpbwlmﬂ tantum preeminet bono intellectus
m gingularis assecutio ejus excedit communem assecutionem
practici, Etﬂwwfﬂmhuﬂuhmhtdhﬁum—
lativo consistitl.
How conscientious, how realistic a thinker is 8t. Thomas who wrote these
w.hudrmm.hnutlﬂﬁﬁhlmi He, indeed, never indulges in combining
mmm&nﬂmrnmmmmhmhumm
with regard to their inner possibility and truth. lnthaﬁﬂtmitmhhn
Hﬂmmmmm-mmm Peter of Au (1
Pl e multitudinem b‘j’

contingil
contemplation, u:mummmlnrmmmid pomihhl.tl.lll‘ Inihnmndtut
to the assecubio communis finds indelleclus practici thrrmalmhjmiumt!
namely the reclor mullitudinis (cf. II*II.!'? 12]
sots in relief the inner im E& an assecubio communis of the end of the
ative intellect. The words S0LUS DIRIGITUR IN SFECULATIONIS

FINEM and the su statement of the absolute pre-eminence of the BINGU-
LARIS ASSECUTIO nﬂlllpumhm to be written as & motto at
the head of a treatise of Thomistic social And be it noted that this whola

statement is hﬂmﬂmmwﬁciolhwmgmmmm which
mwmmmmdmmmmmﬂmW

Videtur quod beatitudo magis consistat in actu intellectus practici quam spe-
culativi. Quanto enim aliquod bonum est communius, tanto est divinius,
ut patet in I Eth. Sed bonum intellectus speculativi est singulariter ejus
qui speculatur. Bonum sutem intellectus practici potest ease commune mul-

eonsistit beatitudo tellectu ti-
_Duﬁ‘irpmnp in In/ practico quam specula

Overlooking the paper shortage a second time, we shall reproduce
Father Eschmann’s quotations in the context and order they have in
8t. Thomas. The first sentence of his first citation is taken from In IIT
Sent., d.35, q.1, a.4, sol.1, ad 2. First let us read the objection, and then
the answer:

Emﬁﬁgmmmmm Bed vita contemplativa consistit
in bono unius hominis, vita activa in bono multorum. Ergo vita activa est nobilior
quam contemplativa.

Aﬂm:ﬂumdmm:lumqwdmt bonum uniua consistit in sctione &t contem-
platione; ita et hn&%n I:3u!T,nI.!u:ni::r:-m, fum quod contingit multitudinem m:ﬁ-
plationi vacare. bonum multitudinis pervenitur active
unde ex hoe non probatur quod activa sit dignior, uud.uﬂmp-m

The important point about that reply is that 8t. Thomas does not
distinguish the major. To do so would have been simple; he need only
have conceded the major is true of the practical good, and denied that it
applies to the speculative. But he did not do so. Why not? Father
Eschmann will say that the major of the argumenium in confrarium isa

In footnote, Father Eschmann b gmhrﬂmnfnﬂum.:asm
dﬂl,lﬂllﬂ?i&rﬂldﬂlllﬂ.
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dictum authenticum which, «to a medieval writer, is always true.»—DM,200,
n.27. We agree that in some circumstances St, Thomas will often concede
a statement which he himself would not express in those terms and which,
if understood in his own technical language, would mean something quite
different. But it would be preposterous to believe that this caution applies
here. For, if 8t. Thomas did not make the distinction defended by Father
Eschmann, then, even from Father Eschmann's point of view, it could only
be because of the «authority» of this major. Now: what accepted truth
can this proposition have been thought to convey? What could it have
been taken to mean? There seems no escape from the conclusion that it
was understood in 8t. Thomas' day as meaning that the supremacy of the
common good applies both to the practical and the speculative order.
Not much remains, then, in the accusation that the ssurprisingly radieal
and daring» work of providing «a new foundation of Christian ethies and
moral theology» (DM,196) by applying this principle to both the practical
and the speculative, was undertaken, only toward the middle of the twen-
tieth century.

And now let us revert to the second part of my Opponent’s quotation.
This time the text is complete. But he quotes first the second part of
St. Thomas’ reply to an objection quoted in second place, and finally,
in a footnote, he produces the first part of the same reply. For the sake of
convenience we will reproduce the text in its original order.

Videtur quod beatitudo magis mtmmmmqmm-
lativi. Quanto enim aliquod bonum est communius tanto est divinius, ut patet in
I Ethic., cap. 1. Sed bonum intellectus m;hhﬂutumlulmmm qm upecnhtu.t‘.
benum sutem intellectus IMMWWNW
consistit beatitudo in in practico quam speculativo,

Ad primum ergo dicendum, qued bonum cui intellectus !puuluhm conjungitur
per cognitionem, est communius %-:m cui conjungitur intellectus practicus, inquan-
tum intellectus ipawlamﬂn magis separatur & particulari quam intellectus i
oujus mg:m.tm in operatione perficitur, qua in singularibus consistit. hoo est
werum quod mmnﬁmdqumwmmwﬂmw:rpwﬂlethm
hwumud:,ut propria assequenti; sed assecutio finis quem intellectus practicus inten-

dit, yueprnpuﬂmmmunu,mqmtumparmtdlﬂum:m practicum aliquis se
et dirigit in finem, ut patet in rectore multitudinis; sed aliquis ex hoe quod spe-
is intellectus

bnhhﬂommﬂhehnmﬂmm consistit 1.

Again 8t. Thomas avoids distinguishing the major (eQuanto aliquod
booum est communius tanto est diviniuse). On the contrary, he shows
that the dictum outhenficum applies more perfectly to the good of the spe-
culative intellect than to that of the practical. And we must note carefully
that 8t. Thomas calls scommunius», not the good which consists in the act
of the speculative intellect, but the «bonum eui intellectus speculativus
conjungitur per cognitionem», and this is objective beatitude. The good
of the speculative intellect as such is more common because it is formally
more abstract, more separated from the singularity of the operable which
involves potentiality, and hence more communicable.

1. In IV Sent., d.49, q.1, a1, qa 3, sol.3.
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His position having been plainly contradicted by the littera Saneli

Thomae, here is how Father Eschmann behaves: the embarrassing sentences
are confined to a footnote, and in the footnote their meaning is also taken
care of:
To understand this and similar texts (one of which is quoted by De K., p.172, note 13) !
it must be noted, first, that the notion of common good is an analogical notion which
8t. Thomas has not always used in the same nor in its proper sense; and, secondly,
mthiiaw;i?rﬂmﬂamr discussion of the of the common good is frequently not,
mbt-;r:n:ndu?ﬂ writer, is always true. The only d::::& therefore, that can ba
of the common must first of all know the characteristic medieval techniques of
how to deal with & dictum cuthenticum.—DM,200-201.

Thrusting into the back of our minds the nightmarish vision of a great
doctrine degenerating into interminable historical controversies on the
historical use of formulse, we shall turn our attention to Father Eschmann's
unususl notion of analogy, with which we already have some acquaintance.
When an analogical notion is not being used in its proper sense, in what
precise sense is it being used? The good 8t. Thomas speaks of is surely
& good in the strict sense, There could be little doubt on this point.
Father Eschmann's Latin, it is true, might allow him to object that bea-
titude is a good only «in a certain sensew, since he could point out that St.
Thomas' clear and precise liltera expressly states: «beatitudo est quoddam
bonum excedens naturam creatam»®. The very definition of beatitude
{ebonum perfectum intellectualis natures) would be destroyed, of course,
but further historical research of this kind could always manage to break
down even this definition into a mere dictum authenficum,

Is 5t. Thomas' «bonum communiusy really a common good? Notin
the proper sense, Father Eschmann might reply. But this means raising
a question of sophistry, for the bonum commune of the practical intellect is
a common good in the strict sense, whereas the common good of the spe-
culative intellect would be understood in an improper sense, and yet the
latter is to be called «more common» than the former. Perhaps this
should embarrass no one. When faced with a dictum authenficum, a
sophisma &quivecationis is doubtless quite in order.

The reader will have noticed that the first proposition of the argumentum
in confrarium was: tquod beatitudo magis consistat in actu intellectus
practici quam speculativi». This means that, in this phrase, we have to do
with formal felicity, which consists in the adepiio finis. The second part
of 8t. Thomas' answer is also concerned with this operation and good:
#8ed hoc est verum quod assecutio finis...» The speculative asseculio
is proper to the intellect of the individual person. 8t. Thomas now compares
this asseculio singularis to the assecutio of the practical good which is outside
the intellect. And this gssecuiio may be either singularis, or communis
as in the one who directs both himself and the multitude toward the good.

1. The text Father Eschmann here di of (De Spirit. Creal., 8.8, ad 5) was
guoted above, pp.24-25. dirposes P
2. Ia Il=, q.5, a6, e
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It is called common, not formally because of the community of the good
involved (as my Opponent supposes when he defines the common good by
the asseculio communis) but tinquantum per intellectum practicum aliquis
se et alios dirigit in finem», which is quite a different matter.

But these distinetions are of slight importance to Father Eschmann.
Just as from the fact that formal beatitude is a proper good he inferred that
objective beatitude is also a proper good of the person, so now, from the
asseculio singularis, that is, from the same formal beatitude, he infers,
without troubling to explain how, that the good attained by this assecutio
cannot be a common good.

On page 203, Father Eschmann again indulges in another historical
observation. He is about to quote a text from chapter 13 of 8t. Thomas’
opuscule De Perfectione Vit spiritualis. Between parentheses he makes the
following remark:

(Let us note that this work was written the pragmatism of Gerald of Abbéville
whose main mistake was to have the relative primacy of the common good
into an absolute onel) 1

My Opponent’s understanding of 8t. Thomas' words: tipse solus dirigitur
in speculationis finem», is quite obviously opposed to my central position,
namely, that the intellectual creature is directed to God as a part to the
good of the whole. Now, it is quite remarkable that in the very chapter
Father Eschmann refers to, St. Thomas says just that. Speaking of the love
of our neighbour, 8t. Thomas says:

[ Dilectio proximi saneta dicitur ] ex hoe quod. . .ordinatur in Deum: sicut enim homi-
nmqmmtumuuuwhhnmmﬁumhmmmunt,qmdummbdumurwﬁpu
eujus legibus gubernantur, ita et omnes homines in quantum naturaliter
dmtmdunt.hlbmtqumdm;mmhmmmnmmmdmnad
sicut ad summum omnium principem et beatitudinis fontem et totius justitie legis-
latorem. Considerandum est sutem, quod bonum commune secundum reclam rolionem
est bomo proprio praferendum: unde unaqumque naturali quodam instinetu ordi-
natur ad bonum totine. Cujus signum est, aliquis percussioni manum exponit,
ut cor vel caput conservet, ex quibus totius hominis vita dependet. In pradicla
mmmmﬂcmmﬁmm in beatiludinis fine comveniuni, unusquisque
Whﬂmnﬂnmm“u!wnﬂm in quo
ﬂnﬂowﬂ Sic 1 secundum reclam rolionem o “nature inslincum
mmpmmﬂmwﬁnﬂmmﬂmdhmhhm.

quod quidem
pmin.hr Deum Cum
ﬁum e arl ﬁr aliquis

dll.ﬁtnummad
nnc‘t.l.uﬂim.un dicitur, I Joan. 1 uﬂm il qui diligil
Dnm,dtheuld_fmtmm

The position Father Eschmann attacks could not be more clearly stated.

MNow for the text my Opponent quotes from this same chapter of the
opuscule. Immediately following the parenthesis given above he quotes:
«Proximus sutem noster non est universale bonum su nnum:ia‘lmudpl.rﬁwhm

bonum infra nos constitutum.» Will Professor De be able to unuﬁtﬁwj:ﬂ
explanation of this «infra noss of 8t. Thomas? I cannot help but that he wi

I should like it understood that my remarks on such employment of 'lh.ut-o:l'j‘i
uthumnulwbomtuwudulmﬂautmmunwbhmmhumnﬂrmmhhh
undertaken even on this continent, and whose quality could not be enhanced by any

praise of mine.
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not. mmhmmdh-mhnwﬂlm{'m! Iuduum,
on similar ooeasions) that this is the shase abomination of mﬁ'
mmmmdnmuumlmﬂudurmdmmmrhu Tlut
it contains no egoism st all is clear to everyone who, with Bt. knows how
to distinguish between amer sui ordinatus and amor sul inordinafus.—DM 203,

Does Father Eschmann mean that I hold our neighbour to be ebonum
universale supra nos existenss, and not «bonum particulare infra nos cons-
titutum» ? My Opponent’s question reveals such eremarkable finesse»
in dealing with this problem and such serupulous care in reading my book,
that I feel quite speechless. Yet, lest the reader believe I concede Father
Eschmann’s interpretation of this text (his interpretation is unmistakably
clear from his general doetrine and from his purpose in quoting it against me)
I should like to add that it represents inescapably that position which I deo
not hesitate to qualify in those very terms he quotes from my essay.

Why should we love ourselves more than our neighbour?  Obviously
the reason cannot be that, absolutely speaking, we are better than our neigh-
bour. He who would not be content to be the last to leave purgatory,
to be the last in the kingdom of heaven and therefore the least of all the
Blessed, would stand small chance of ever getting there, The reason why
we must love ourselves more than our neighbour is not that we are better
than our neighbour, but because, as 8t. Thomas says,

licet proximus melior sit Deo propinquior, quia famen non esf ila propinguus carilalem
hhnhlw:punbhmnqul:tum:qunqundahutmquupmnmumqummm

It is essential for each one of us to realize in & most practical manner
that certainly many, and possibly every one of our meighbours is better
than our own person, and by ebetters I mean better in the eyes of God and
more lovable to Him. If we cannot love them according to their own,
absolute amiability, it is because we cannot love them as God loves them®,

In the same article 4 (Ila Il2, q.26) 8t. Thomas adds something
which, according to Father Eschmann, would be in open contradiction with
the passage we have just quoted:

Ad tertium dicendum quod, sicut Augustinus dicit, in Regula, dicifur,
Carilas nom gquaril qua sua suni, sic tnlelligitur quhmmmwmm
Bemper autem commune bonum est mﬁnﬁbﬂ:mu{m quam proprium bonum:

i totius bon
ﬁtmﬁﬁ-ﬁﬁr@m quam um partiale sui ipsios,

1. Ila }'F!.qﬂﬁ a4, ad 1.
e e ke g worde, ¢ . A Myt g el de DOV d cradore o Jrommalior
the follo w € EE 8¢ credere el pronuniiare
Wnﬁudmm Ia 8. m&hg }uﬂndnmddmlmnmﬂlqumnm-
osit, aldmbmquumahnhlmh Unde Augustinus dieit, in libro de Virgi
F riglimals aliguos in occullo superiores, quibus estis in manifesto meliorean. —-ffu. ff-,

q.161, a.6, ad 1.
3. «.. .8scundum ea qum pertinent ad prism porsonam alioujus,
p]ujdubﬂqxh:bd‘ndﬂﬁﬂ?ﬂﬂllﬂm mF:bm e extraneis; nisi forte in
tu:nmbmu:hunmumm mmmuno.qwdﬂmnnhlpn
E:n quisque debet; ut eum aliquis seipsum periculo mortis exponit, ad salvandum
dummtn-ttﬂ Eﬁim sivitatis, in mﬂuu
nﬂumﬂulmmuh. um pertinent rations
m'?n, plus debet nhld.l.l.‘lm rectori civitatis,

ﬁn.nnu utpote in quantum est eivis vel
quam ;'tnl‘—Dl Caril., 8.9, ad 1
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Bince Father Eschmann expressly maintains that my understanding of
the primacy of the common good is something unheard of in «Christian
ethics and theology», something esuprisingly radical and darings, I might
quote an opinion of a seventeenth century theologian, perhaps the last of
the greater disciples of 8t. Thomas:

nlm,quutﬂut ﬂmutmmmwhﬂmdn
tmm ﬂhﬂmmdﬂml’mﬂmﬂmm
q‘u-ud]nlﬂmtlﬂ.n mmd:nmntlnmmmpnmmmummﬂmhlmhm beati-
tudinem, mtmmﬂhmhuuthnmuu t glorism, ot Beatissima Virgo mater capitis,
et collum per quod derivatur gratia, et ideo magis debemus ipsos diligere, quam nosl.

XI. @CIVITAE HOMINI, NON HOMO CIVITATI EXISTIT®

At the very beginning of his article, Father Eschmann quoted (DM,186)
& passage from the Encyclical Divini Redemptoris. The line most relevant
to our problem is the following: Civitas homini, non home Civitai exisiil.
My Opponent's reader is, presumably, to understand that this text implies
a megation of the primacy of the common good. The application is appa-
rently so inevitable that Father Eschmann does not feel obliged to inform
the reader that I had answered a current objection drawn from this very
text,—BUC,67-T1. It is surely clear, even from my Opponent's own paper,
that I hold God to be the supreme common good. At the same time, quite
inexplicably, Father Eschmann will speak as if I held the supreme common
good, to which all else must be subordinated, was none other than the com-
mon good of mere political society. So again, in the section of his article
we are now examining, we find him making this same implication. When,
because of an emergency, the contemplative are called upon to share more
fully in the active life, why do they obey 7—my Opponent asks.

Is it because they have been enjoying the dulcedo contemplationis as parta of the com-
munity, and thus, already, in su tion to its interests and laws T—DM 202,

I do not think that at this stage, it will be necessary to comment upon
the above statement. We already know how freely Father Eschmann
gkips from one order to the other, as if the notion of common good were a
univocal one. We have learned that his common good is a strange thing
indeed: an efficient cause; an cbject of the practical intellect; and now,
after the admission that there is a respect in which God is «a common good
properly speaking», (DM,196) we learn that the common good tis essen-
tially a bonum wfile, the highest bonum wfile, but nothing mores.-—DM 202,
May we be pardoned if we cannot help murmuring like another: «Would it
not be desirable that an author who uses traditional notions knew exactly
what they mean Ts—DM 189, n.12.

The main reason why many a personalist has been irked by my essay
is that it took him off-guard. Instead of discussing the problem in terms

1. Jonx or Sv. TRoMas, Curs. theol, ed. Vives, t.VII, q.23, p.403.
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of eperson» and «society», I approach it in the fundamental terms of
eproper good» and ¢common goods., Ultimately, person and society are
not to be judged by what they are absolutely, but by what is their perfection,
i.e. by what is their good; that is the only way in which Aristotle and St.
Thomas ever discussed this problem. To look upon the absolute compari-
son of person and society as the most basic consideration is distinetly
modern. It is also distinctly modern to accord absolute priority to the
subject and to believe, with Spinoza (who, in this respect, follows in the
footsteps of David of Dinant) that «to be absolutely» is «to be good abso-
lutely», i.e. that tens simpliciters is «bonum simpliciters’. From this
identification it follows quite logically: «Per finem, cujus gratia aliquid
facimus, appetitum intelligos®, Pinis cui becomes finis qui. From such
a point of view, the problem of person and society quite naturally becomes
the question: is the person better than society 7 instead of : is the proper good
of the person better than his common good? When the problem itself
has been eo distorted, what ¢an be expected in the solution ?

The totalitarian solution is that the individual person is ordered and
subjected to society. We are inclined, in rejecting this doctrine, to swing
to the opposite extreme; but if we prescind from the common good of the

1. «.. Bicut ems est quoddam essentiale, et quoddam accidentale; ita et bonum
quoddam essentiale, et quoddam aecidentale; et m modo amittit aliquis bonitatem
micut esse substantiale et sccidentales.—De¢ Ver., q.21, a1, ad 6.« . . Sicut ens
multiplieatur djﬁmhﬂmﬂlhﬂmd‘ entale, sio bonitas multiplicatur; sed tamen inter

utrumaque Quia aliquid dieitur ons esse absolute propter suum esse substan-
tiale, sed propter esse ae talo non dicitur esse absolute: unde cum generatio sit
motus ad esse; cum aliquis mecipit esse subsiantiale, dicitur simplieiter;

eum vero aooipit esse ascidentals, disitur generari seeundum quid; et similiter est de

eorruptions, per quam esss amitbitur. Do bono sutem est e converso. Nam secun-

dum substantialem bonitatem dicitur aliquid bonum secundum quid, secundum vero
; minem

dieimus simpliciter bonum. Cujus diversitatis ista est ratio. Nam unumgquodque
dicitur esse ens in qm absolute mﬂdmnj;, ;. bonum vnrouﬂ;:t‘l: nfdmwﬁ“tt::r
argum., patet, jum respactum o sel au e
ut subsistat per essentiali m‘ﬂdutdﬂmmoﬂnnﬁbﬂtﬂ i
extra ipsum, non perfieitur nisi ma&hnljbu.l secidentibus superadditis essentim; quis
operationes quibus unum alteri son tur, ab essentia mediantibus virtutibus essen-
u.mpn-nd-?it.i. progrediuntur; unde lute bonitatem non obtinet nisi secundum
uod ecompletum est secundum substantislis et secundum wmecidentalia
uid sutem ereatura perfestionis habet ex essentialibus ot secidentali prin-
qﬁnmwmmmmulm“umnmwmﬁz:ﬁpﬂﬂ
enim ejus i utuhlnpiqﬂlﬂxjuﬁﬁnﬂmmdn.ﬂnmhn odi, qus
ta. Et ideo ipsa absoluta bonitas in idem est
quod ejus essentia; in nobis autem consideratur secundum ea qus superadduntur
essentim. Et tanto bonitas eompleta vel absoluta in nobis et augetur et minuitur
et totaliter anfertur, non autem in Deo; quamvis substantialis bonitas in nobis semper
maneats.—Ibid., 8.5, o. For other references, see above, p.48, n.1.

2. Spi Ethica, IV, def.viL.—«Per virtutem ot potentinm idem intelligo;
hoo est (per Prop.T, nli[l.ﬁhqmdhmbmﬂm.dlmhmnﬁ-
essentis seu nAturs, quatenus potes habst quedam efficiendi, que per solas
ipsius naturm leges possunt in ».—Ibid., def. viti—«Causa sutem, que finalis
i , nihil est preter ipsum humanum appetitum, quatenus is rei veluti
principium seu causs primaria considerstur. Ex. gr. cum dieimus
eausam fuisse finalem hujus sut illius domus, nihil tum sane intelligimus alind, quam
quod homo ex eo, quod vite domesties commoda imaginatus est, appetitum habuit
ut- hhmwmq sty eat efficiens, I-‘H'EHI.

ui revers causs qus u
mﬁ-ﬂr.thmhumqp&m“muﬂ#mh-—m

¥

in mobis sunt essentis su

|

%
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persons which is the final, and therefore first cause of society, we are left
with & mere aggregate of individuals. Now, in this formal consideration,
each and every one of that group could never be more than an aller ego’,
and the group itself could never be more than an aggregate, a mere unum
eoacervalione of aller ego’s. Hence, in this perspective, the whole question
of our relation to the common good and to our particular good becomes a
problem entirely different from that over which the battle has raged until
now, resolving itself into the simple question: must one love oneself more
than one's neighbour? There is not the slightest doubt that we must love
ourselves more. Even Aristotle expressly taught this fundamental truth.
Indeed, 8t. Thomas used the Philosopher's doetrine for an objection against
the primacy of the common good, which was reproduced by me:

On pourrait, tout 'appuyant sur le Philosophe (IX Ethiz., cc.4 et 8), pousser
plus ]mnpﬂzb}mﬁnn :It.;lt&np' mﬁ’lmitiﬁ que I'on rend sux autres ne sont que
des témoi d'amitié rendus & soi-méme» —A cette objection saint Thomas répond
aque le Phi phepnrkiddut&notmud’miﬁﬂmdmtunmt_nqbumh
bien qui est objet de l'amitié se trouve selon un certain mode particulier: il ne parle
pas des témoignages d'amitié rendus 4 un autre ches qui le bien en question se trouve
sous la raison de bien du touts. —BC 60-612,

To love our neighbour more than ourselves would be contrary to nature,
since we are more one with ourselves than with our neighbour®. Nor is
there any doubt that for the very same reason we must love ourselves more
than any society so considered. Only God, Christ even as man, and Mary
who as truly universal sources dispense to us the divine good, can be loved
by us more than ourselves.

Throughout my essay I repeatedly ealled attention to the simplistic
confusion of these two problems; in fact, it was written mainly to dissipate
the false assumption that the common good is an alien good, that is, either
a personal good of our neighbour or the sum total of proper goods. When
we state the fundamental problem in terms of person and society, it is quite
natural that the subordination of the personal good to the common good
SR 08 et gy o g ey eyt o reighishid s Lo st

are selfish. They do not regard the good of another man as suech, but only as a part of
the sommunity which must be .!wnpa'su!ngﬁoq+ Now just as natural

2 Thuril:i-ﬁjllmthdlbdmp.ﬂ

3. I'fa I'l=, q.26, a4, 0.—«. . Unitate naturs nihil et magis toum quam nos;
sed unitate affectus, cujus ob est bonum, summe bonum debet esse magis
nobis unum quam noss.—De Caril., 8.9, ad 7.



IN DEFENCE 0F BAINT THOMAS a5

ghould be interpreted as the collectivist and totalitarian subjection of the
individual to the mass. But the truth is, as I sought to explain in the third
chapter of my essay, that personalism and totalitarianism proceed from the
same assumption.—BC,73-79. When we say, in opposition to the per-
sonalists, that the individual person is subordinated to society, we do not
mean, as they would have us mean, that the person and his proper good
are subordinated to society considered absolutely, that is, to a mere aggre-
gate of proper goods in which no aspect of a real common good is to be seen.
We mean that, within a given order, the good of the individual person is
subordinated to the common good of the community. If the political
community has the right to execute a criminal citizen, it is not formally
because it represents a number of persons, but rather sut bonum commune
conserveturs'. The condemned man does not become the vietim of mob
violence: he is destroyed because he has proved a responsible menace to
the common good.

The reader can now see that Father Eschmann does not seem to be
aware of the real problem, and therefore can easily impose upon me the
ignominious positions which follow from his own misunderstandings.
The very opening paragraph of my book was:

La société humaine est faite pour 'homme. Toute doctrine politique qui i
In nature raisonnable de 'homme, qui nis, par conséquent, sa dgu:téﬂulm
mmthm&nuutmumﬂi'hmmidumdiﬁuuinhumdm C'est done

it bon droit qu'on s'insurge contre les doctrines totalitaires au nom de s dignité de
I'homme.—BC,1.

And on the following page I said:

On peut & la fois affirmer la dignité de la personne et &tre en fort mauvaise com-
pagnie. Suffirait-il d'exalter la primauté duo bien commun? Non plus, Les régimes
hﬂmmthhmmmmmmpﬂmehm
de la fapon la plus i bllr & l'esclavage od ils menacent de nous sou-
mettre, la servitude hﬂuuth Commettrons-nous la licheté de concéder
mtuhlih:imuwpmwummtdubmmmunﬂdu-muﬂl

If no more than Father Eschmann's misunderstandings and accusations
were at stake, we should have had little to reply; but when he invokes
lthaclﬂrmdpmmh&emSmmThnm:lmmppuﬂdldmawbmh,
as far as we can see, is indistinguishable from the amor sui inordinalus,
we must surely consider it a duty to rally to the defence of true Thomistie
principles. Let it be added at once that we have no right to assume that
Father Eschmann is conscious of all the implications of his position. And
that this should be so is the more understandable because of the fact that
his viewpoint, even as regards the primary notion of the good, is the modern
one. It is not easy to escape erroneous tendencies when they are those of
the age in which we actually live. Infus existens prohibel exiraneum.

And now let us return to the Encyclical Divini Redempiloris. Pius XI
precisely denocunces the totalitarian conception of person and society.

1. ITa Il=, q.64, 8.2
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In the very next phrase he adds (anc Father Eschmann himself quotes the
passage):

Id tamen ita intelligend guemadraodum ob suam indiridualisms doctrinam
h&em.lﬂ,:m: vo::.nt_, m&?qmqmdﬂmmm‘:mmtm immoderatis singulorum
commodis inservire jubent:. .

Since my Opponent has so discreetly overlooked my answer to the
objection drawn from this text, I will reproduce it in full.

@la cité existe pour 'homme, 'homme n'existe pas pour la cités,

Pour convertir ce texte en objection contre notre Lcuuuu, il fasudrait le traduire:
#Le bien commun de la cité existe pour le bien privé de I'hommes. Nous pourrions,
alors, citer la suite immédinte de ce méme texte: «Ce qui ne veut point dire, comme
le comprend le libéralisme individualiste, quelam;}liwtuuhcrd‘:-nnﬁa i 'utilité
égoiste de Dindividus,

La cité existe pour I'homme. Cela doit s'entendre de deux manidres. Premid-
rement, la cité, quand nous 1'en mmmmenrpnmunn en vie du bien commun,
dultHﬁeuh&rmenbmunuselm iem en tant qu'll est commun. Envisagfe sous ce
rapport, elle n'a d'autre raison d'#tre que le bien commun, Or, ce bien commun lui-
mﬁmtutmurlﬂmunbruduhmﬁtﬁ non pas pour leur bien pmr&mmmltd

hrmtuunl ue bien commun. Et, comme il s'agit d'un bien com-
mun de natures raisonnables, il doit étre conforme & la raison, il doit regarder les natu-
mmimnmb}uanuntqudlmmnimmnmblu. La cité n'est pas, ou ne peut pas
&tre, un 'pour soi’ figh et refermé sur soi, opposé comme un singulier & d'autres gin-
fulrers gon bien doit #tre identiquement le bien de ses membres. 5i le bien commun
tait le bien de la cité en tant que celle-ci est, sous un rapport accidentel, une sorta
dmdlvﬂu,dumtdumuphmpumﬂmr!tpmpmantwaubmdﬂ
la soclété, Il?l:;drxt. mﬂheunmdmlﬁ I’ummtmmnm&mmmbm
intelligence et n cité sernit alors comme un tyran anonyme qui 5'assuje
I'homme. L'homme serait pour la cité. Ce bien ne serait ni commun ni bien de
natures raisonnables. L'homme serait soumis & un bien étranger.—Deuxidmement,
ll.d“timmmelehlmmmmundalaﬂté,utpuurl'lwmmeentmtqmmlm—mmm
prend des formalités qui l'ordonnent & des biens communs supérieurs, formalités
&zmnhdml’hmqmp&muﬂimﬂuwlmdummhmmmmdahmﬂ
l'identité du sujet de ces diverses formalités peut préter & confusion Le bien
et le bien commun sont 'un et I'sutre biens de 'homme.  Et pourtant, tout bien

I'homme n'est pas bien de 'homme purement homme. Le bien de I'homme pure-
ment homme, d’aprés le sens que lui accorde saint Thomas dans les textes déja cités,
n'est autre chose que le bien qui lui convient en raison de lindividu. Le bien commun
mmt]mﬂnmhurdunnéiuthﬂmmmuﬂmnthﬂmmm La formalité ‘homme
purement homme" ne peut pas tre identifide & la formalité “citoyen’, comme elle ne
M'ﬁsumjetw Dﬁnlum,q:mdnnuldmunbmmmmuumhm-

t tire qu'en raison d'une formalité qui regarde un bien
m?:munmp&mur Sanfmbmmmmuuhphupnﬂu!.tupaut&h‘m’mrdonn&
& I'homme

De plus, quand nous disons que lehmnmmmunmpmt‘]mé@mmmid&i

comme une pure extension du bien de 'homme dans la Ligne umhpnainsﬂl?ﬁ‘,
en sorte que le bien commun ne serait qu'un détour pour le singulier
nous n'entendons pas par 14 que le bien singulier est e, ’ﬂmnﬁnt,qu':i
ne doit pas étre respecté ou qu'il n'est pas en lui-méme Cepundl.nt,un

respect plus grand est di A la personne quand nous envisageons celle-ci dans son ordi-

nation au bien commun. Mhnehqum#hfmntmﬂhmm
nous le considérons comme ordonné au bien commun de la personne.  Du reste, une
nﬁqmnumpnctaplshh Mwhh&mdﬂl’amﬂlu. it contrairement au bien
commun. De méme que Ui du sens bien ainsi le bien de la
nﬂd!pmddel'mtégmédehhmﬂhﬂ ses membres. Et de méme qu'ine nature
sensible bien soumise & la raison est plus parfaite dans la ligne méme de s

sensible, de méme, dans une cité bien ordonnée, le bien singulier de |'individu et le bien
commun de la famille doivent &tre plus parfaitement réaliséa ot sssurés, !
#i le bien commun de I eité était subo nn!lmdunul,ilmmtm hien

L. Acta Apost. Sedis, 31 Martii 1937, p.70.
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mmmﬂ]'hummzmutpnv&damhmnhmpomlhplupmd la cité ne serait
cité. Elle sernit comme une intelligence su subordonnée au sens et réduite & ls con-
d'instrument pour le bien privé,—BC,67-T1.

The following objection and answer are related to the same problem:

€. .. L'homme n'est pas ordonné & ls société politique selon tout lui-méme et tout ce
qui est sensl,
Onlvmﬂumdmdemtuhmuqunhmﬂﬂipahﬁ:ammdunhmr
tance subordonnée & la personne singulidre prise comme
contredire cette itre inférence tournée en faveur du personnalisme, se fait traiter
de totalitaire. ,m:qmmml'lmmw,dutmhumihmmm&mdubm
commun d'#re, comme tel, subordonné & un singulier, & moins ce singulier n'ait
'tm-m!mamiunnﬁubammmm Baint Thomas veut dire sen t que 'homme
n'est pas ordonné & la seule société politique. ﬂn*mﬂnnmtlmpuﬁu
dnilm:ﬁﬁpn]]hquu,pmthhunmmmuu!ia i

Bien que I'homme, |'individa, le membre de famille luﬂtn}rmuﬂl,lumtnmuﬂuﬂe,
ete., muthmﬁmnm{:&,damtfnrmdhmentdxﬁ' Le totalitarisme identifie
Is formalité homme A formalité citoyen. Pour
ces formalités sont distinctes, mais elles sont subordonnées les unes aux sutres selon
l'ordre méme des biens. Or, o'est I'ordre des biens, canses finales et
mﬂl"hﬂmmlhﬂtﬁm.qmmHiMipﬁdal’mdnda rmalités
isme renverse cet ordre des biens: il accorde le plus grand
hmila!umh Is plus inférieure de I'homme. Ce que les personnalistes entendent
mad}mmmu que nous entendons par pur individu, tout matériel
et su enfermé en soi, et ils réduisent la nature raisonnable A ls nature sensible
qui & pour objet le bien privé.

L’homme ne peut pas s'ordonner au seul bien de la société politique; il doit s'or-
donner au bien du tout parfaitement universel, suguel tout bien commun inférieur
dmthnerpre:lﬁnanturdunnﬁ Le bien commun hmﬁﬂpnllmdmtm
expressément ordonné & Disu, tant par le cito ef que par le citoyen-

& g8 manitre. Ce bien commun demande, lui-m M cette ordination, maumw
dination expresse et publique, s société dégénére en Etat figé et refermé sur soi.—BC,

E
Ea

XIl. THE FRIVATE LAW OF THE HOLY GHOST

There remains one more objection deserving of our attention before
we enter upon the final chapter of this article, This argument against our
doctrine while hardly formidable in itself, makes a vivid appeal to one’s
piety and so has its danger for the person who may not have the leisure
to examine it thoroughly. For the principle which inspires it Father Esch-
mann turns to the Canen Urband:

To use (and extend) the of an old and venerable papal document of the elev-
mthmnh:rr.ﬂum—ﬁlhd Urhmu—ndommmtwhnhhnphndmhnpmhnl
uu;tem mdmﬂmm%hu:‘md logie dmﬂ:mu n;rpmhlm.lﬂtlmt
personalist contention no resist the caprices ven
wﬁ;;fom , Dick and Harry, but bofﬁltmhﬂdyduurﬂttbnﬂﬂh‘(ﬁﬁﬂﬁ.ﬂqfﬂ}*

L. «...Homo non ordinatur ad sommunitatem politisam secundum se totum, ef
mundumnrmnmm .% Ja Ilm q.21, a4, ad 3.
Q2.2 ;n;iluﬂnnh T?Mmﬁmrﬁﬂfhlfd hiumﬂm C.19,
. pe. sec. (Friedberg), ' uwnpnpu Bonum
meli Bing Studie ueber

COmmMLnE us esl quam bomum unius, den Wi des Per-
et o S bes M e Tl T B R
inoom ’ dw:l'dn'lr di diea, ]'FI" ;I-’ mmlgﬁ as A
ol texts will appear in & fi ing issue Laral théologique ef philosophique.
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We shall examine the actual words of the document in a moment or two;
for the present let us merely note that from it our Opponent draws an argu-
ment based on the supremacy of the law of the Holy Ghost as written in the
heart of the individhal person, over any possible public law.

The whole objection then, turns on the notion of law, and yet reveals
a curious failure to grasp what iz most fundamental in that notion. Indeed
we have only to bring our Opponent to admit that this private law of the
Holy Ghost is truly a law to quite destroy his reasoning. For if it be true
law, it must have what is essential to any law (meaning simply that without
which no law would be a law); and S5t. Thomas most uncompromisingly
tells us that this anihil est aliud quam quedam rationis ordinatio a.d benum
commune, ab eo qui curam communitatis habet, promulgatas’. If the
private law of the Holy Ghost is a law, then, like any other law, it is a
rationis ordinatio ad bonum commune.

Since any law «proprie, primo et principaliter respicit ordinem ad
bonum commune» * my Opponent could hardly have chosen a better example
to defeat his own position. How untenable his position is might be best
shown by reference to the second article of Ja I'1#, q.90, which answers the
question: Utrum lex ordinelur semper ad bonum commune. The whole
article places us right in the middle of our problem. If anyone entertained
the slightest doubt as to the strict meaning of the bonum eommune which
is the end of the law, he may read in the reply to the second objection that
8t. Thomas means «honum commune, non quidem communitate generis
vel speciei, sed communitate causz finalis, secundum quod bonum commune
dicitur finis communis». Here is the body of the article:

dicendum lex pertinet ad id quod est prineipium humanorum
nﬂutm,nmqnudmmiu“;detmmm Sicut autem ratio est principium huma-
norum sctuum, ita etiam in ipsa ratione est aliquid quod est principium respectu
omnium aliorum. Unde ad hoe oportet quod princi et maxime pertineat lex,
—Primum sutem prinei in operativis, quorum est ratio practica, est finis ultimus.
Est autem wltimus finis vitx felicilas vel beatitudo, ul supra habifum est. Unde
MMmmpuqummmmm—MEmmu
Mhmmmwmudwfem unus gulem homo esi pars
muuwum numﬂqudhmm:pmﬂwﬁmnﬂfdmm
communem. Unde et Philosophus, in premissa definitione “-mr
facit et de felicitate et communione politica. Dmtmun,m v
jusia dicimus factiva ef conservativa wﬁm s,
nicalione: mhmmm.mun:hnumh.ut,utdmhum??ﬂ

In quolibet sutem genere id maxime dicitur, est principium aliorum, et

ﬂuﬁmﬁumﬂummﬂmmuﬁ:pmm sicut ignis, qui est maxime calidus, est

causa caliditatis in corporibus mixtis, que intantum dicuntur calida, inquantum par-
tmp-.ntdnl,;u Unde oportet ndcmlumlmmmd

bonum commune, quodeumgue pmﬁpmdmwmmw
lm-nmmwdimurdnmudbmmmm Et ideo omnis lex ad bonum commune

To the central doctrine conveyed in these words we may add the main
divisions of law laid down by St. Thomas in this same treatise, before
proceeding to the actual document which our Adversary has invoked.

1. Ia Il=, q.90, a4, ¢.
2, Ikid., 8.3, 0.
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By the eternal law 8t. Thomas means sipsa ratio gubernationis rerum in
Deo sicut in principe universitatis existens»,' and the end of this divine
government is sipse Deus, nec ejus lex est aliud ab ipso»®, The natural
law is a sparticipatio legis mtern® in rationali creatura»®. Now, since
the precepts of natural law are very general—e.g. commit no evil, whereas
action is in the singular, human reason must derive more particular direct-
ives from these naturally known principles, either by way of conclusion—
e.g. one must not kill, or by way of further determination, e.g. life imprison-
ment for murder. Buch conclusions or determinations constitute human
law®. But because man is ordained to a supernatural end, tideo superaddi-
tur lex divinitus dats, per quam lex mterna participatur altiori modo»®.
Finally, when a human law is contrary to human good, it does not bind
in conscience, «nisi forte propter vitandum scandalum vel turbationem,
propter quod etiam homo juri suo debet cedere......»*; when opposed to the

divine good, however, enullo modo licet observare: quia sicut dicitur Ael.v,
. T

eat liber nostra auctoritate. Iusto enim lex non est
Spiritus Dei, ibi libertas, et si Spiritu Dei ducimini, non estis sub lege.

If this text is to furnish an argument against the primacy of the common
good, it can only be on condition public law is taken to mean a law which
is ordained to the common good, whereas the private law of the Holy

1. Ikid., q.91, a.1, o.

2. Ibid., ad 3.

3. Iid.,n2 0

4. Ia Il=, q.91, 8.3; q.95, 8.2—It should be noted however, that the sonclusions
thnbmtuﬁm&liquﬂ‘rip:hu naturalis, whereas the mere determinations
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Ghost would be that ordained to the private good. Such an interpretation
seems inconceivable and yet if it be not that which my Opponent intends,
what possible alternative can he find? Father Eschmann seems to have
discovered an entirely new kind of law—a law which is neither eternal,
nor natural, nor human, nor divine, nor even law in any strict sense of the
word; it is an entity resembling, perbaps, his squoddam bonum communes.

St. Thomas, like Pope Urban himeelf, has a quite different understand-
ing of the distinction between public law and the private law of the Holy
Ghost. In article 5 (Utrum omnes subjiciantur legi), q.96, he formulates
the following objection:

. 2. Priterea, Urbanus Papa dicit, et habetur in Decretis, XIX, qu.ir:

dueitur, uﬂﬂt[rm“mﬂpﬁw pubh:: mndﬂuprd‘ Lago autemn p?'.ruﬂug“ >

i ducuntur omnes viri spirituales, qui sunt filii Dei; secundum illud Rom, v
Qui Spiritu Dei aguntur, ki filii Dei suni. Ergo non omnes homines legi humanse
subjiciuntur,

His reply is:

Ad secundum dicendum lex Spiritus Bancti est superior omni lege humanitus
porita. Et ideo wiri upmtua?u, secundum hoe quod lege Spiritus Bancti ducuntur,
non subduntur legi, tum ad ea %&n repugnant ductioni Bpiritus Bancti. ﬂu[
tamen hoe ipsum est de ductu Bpiritus Bancti, quod homines spiritusles legibus huma-
nis subdantur; secundum illud I Pet, 11: Subjecti estote omni humansg creaturs, propler

In formulating this objection, Father Eschmann seems to have been
under the impression that my obsession with the common good was such
as to lead me to teach that the person, in his subjection to an inferior good,
may obey a law which is opposed to the divine good. It is this which
compels me to recall a rather lengthy paragraph from my essay:

On pourrait encore ohjecter gi In dignité de la créature raisonnable est lide
4 sa subordination & Dieu d'oit hm;-mnm_hent tout ce qu'elle est, sa n'est

cette
ignité est antéricure & toute subordination autre qu's Dieu, et indépendante de ['ordre
dans les choses crfides, Enﬂmtqmdhhmmmuhnutmbm&mt
b&ammp&rmn.l'mtdm&dewhntéut i

hﬁ?&dhnﬂ:lm'tl’urdmdnmwhmhmwdummm
g'll 1a détachait de la volonté du général |a soumetire au roi; elle serait mauvaise
ﬂmmthﬂnnﬁduﬂn&ﬂmmmtlhmhnﬂdum ear I'ordre d'on
principe inférieur dépend de l'ordre du principe supérieurs 2. metdou,lllru:rut

1. «Considerandum est etiam quod, cum ium alicujus bonum habet ordinem
ad ﬂmm liberum est H ot ab alicujus superiorum recedat of
altarius non derelinguat, sive sit superior sive inferiors.—Conira G'llhl..

111, e.104.

2. «Bicut miles, qui ordinatur sub rege et sub duce exercitus, potest voluntatem
moﬂmmhmumdumﬂmm aut & converso. Sed ;1 dux ab ordine regis
recadat, bona erit voluntas militis recedentis a voluntate dusis et dingentis voluntatem
suam in regem, mala autem wvoluntas militis uentis voluntatem ducis eontra
regis: ordo enim inferioris prineipii dependet ab superiorias.— [bid.
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yﬂmhmmm&qudqu'md’unqngiﬂmmtdahﬂn
"une substance supérieure qui reste soumise & l'ordre divins. D lors, Is révolte de
Finférieur contre un supérieur insoumis est une révolte contre le désordre.—BC 47-48.

XIIL. §... THE TERM ‘PERSONALISM’ (IN ITSELF, NO DOUBT, A BAD ONE).....»

Some people call themselves personalists but, when one brings to their
attention what that term usually emphasizes, they will hasten to add that
they do not mean it in such & sense. In their special acceptance of it, the
term may represent nothing objectionable, but it is doubtful if that be
enough to justify its common use. In a certain class of Catholie writers
there has appeared a tendency to effect something like a theft of the adver-
sary’s thunder by using his own vocabulary in applications which, in the end,
turn out to be quite different from the impositions given them in the ori-
ginal’, The result is, of course, an ambiguity sufficient to mislead the
most well-intentioned of readers.

That the tendency I mention is a pernicious one, may be convincingly
demonstrated by the case of personalism. The writers who represent this
theory reach an audience that is both large and important in the world of
Catholic education. Whether or not their books are being correctly
interpreted by this circle of readers is not the question which concerns us
at the moment; the point is that a considerable number of people holding
responsible posts in our institutions of higher learning are clearly taking
the personalism expounded in such works to imply the negation of the
primacy of the common good. In giving approval to an article like that
of Father Eschmann, not only do they, quite unconsciously, welcome the
central thesis of personalism in its most abject form, but they also prove
the dangerous fruitfulness of ambiguity.

1. Thus we have our own dootrinal «Humanism», eLiberalism», «Naturalism»
and even tmthn]ic{:nmmtmim:hutbgnmmﬂ, PnthuMmhhnﬂj
states that the term epersonalismy is, «in itself, no doubt, s bad one»; that it must be
« of the connotations it has through its sourees in modern philosophy».—
M Om this subjeot, Cardinal Villeneuve says, in the Prefsce to BC, xi-xm:
«Présentement, ¢'est lo personnalisme qui est devenu A la mode. Des esprils tris
ginodres lo préconisemt. On exalte ulplim

respect de la personne, on éerit pour un ordre

eivilisation qui serait pour I'homme. .. 1
nrhpmm,l'hummn.fﬁwuﬂnlﬂh—uhnmhhdqimt.
pourﬂmntnvnulnlrmprumluhn?adulgw

riger par l'envofitement des meilleurs des 3 ]
du tmatérialisme dialeetique d"Aristote et de I'I'humtlmd » pour désigner leur dostrine

us

on laisse sous-entendre sussi Ia penséo des sutres, une pensée naturaliste, athée,

ne {it-oe wrmmmmﬂmthumm.ﬂmhmhmm
q

sament de vilisation nmmvmhb;m‘rlmhlumh
gophie ot ln théologie. C'est contre quoi I'suteur & Il n's pas tort. et
tempe plus que jamais, en effet, de casse-cou. Et de vouloir que les sociétés

B8 isent uimﬁnﬁahmihdiﬂuﬂh.mhumhhm
Z':"“*'“' mﬁvﬁﬁm&u'ﬁlﬂhhhﬂnmﬂu’ﬂdﬁunfmﬁn
8 Dieu.

Is digmité de la humsine. Bnnlhd-lhﬂh s grandeur de ls .
mant i Parsonng sur 1 per=
sonne sans flatter les personnes. Elle s’oppose A toute dootrine qui, sous

de ls .Munm@hhmhﬂﬂhﬁvﬁlﬁm
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Had we read and obeyed the littera Sancti Thoma we would have been
spared this disastrous and widespread condition:

. +.Cum infidelibus nec nomina debemus habere communia, ne ex consortio nominum
possit sumi erroris oceasio; nomine fafi non est & fidelibus utendum, ne videamur illis
assentire qui male de fato senserunt, omnin necessitati siderum subjicientes. Unde
ﬁuﬂﬁudﬁ&h?ﬂﬂ%&ﬂﬂiqﬂuﬂmﬂmﬂpﬂﬁmﬂdﬂw
appellat, sendentiam linguam ! secundum eundem intel-
logtumn, dicit: Abeit a fidelum mentibus ot fabury Shipes cre S

.. .Bieut Hieronym i verbis inordingle prolakis tncurritur heresis. Unde
MIMMMMMWM:MMMﬁﬁMTH&
mur2,

He who rightly believes that every human being is a person capable of,
and immediately ordained to the supreme immutable common good and
that in this consists his dignity, let him not assume that he must therefore
call himsell a personalist—sententiom teneal, linguam corrigat, Equivocs-
tion implies a grave risk and no matter how unwittingly one may have
employed it, an inescapable duty may ensue. The following passage from
a sermon of 8t. Thomas may be read in this connection:

Inveniuntur aliqui qui student in et dicunt aliqua que non sunt
vera secundum fidem; et cum dieitur eis quod repugnat fidei, dicunt quod philo-
sophus dicit hoe, sed ipsi non asserunt, imo solum recitant verba philosophi. Talis
mflh:mphcu,mafﬁkuudmhrtquiﬂummduﬁhﬁmmmﬂmmq
m_lvegafqmc!ummmduu;quﬂfmrhim. {m.ﬂ}*uﬁdiuim:bnq'uﬂdq
aliquis foderit puteum, et aperuerit cisternam et non eooperuerit eam, veniat bos vicini
sui, et cadat in cisternam, ille qui aperuerit cisternam teneatur ad ejus restitutionem.
Ille cisternam aperuit, qui dubitationem movet de his qus faciunt ad fidem. Cister-
nam non cooperit, bitationem non solvit, etsi ipse habeat intellectum sanum et
limpidum, et non decipiatur. Alter tamen qui inldmumnmhahatihlbnpiitm
ﬁh:udau tnr:i.atll.le:]m dubitationem movit tenetur ad restitutionem, quis per sum

um:lifm 5

May I also remind the reader that the personalist conception of
marriage* has been condemned by the Suprema Sacra Congregatio 8. Officii,
in a decree published at the order of Pius XII, on April 1, 1044%,

1. Contra Gendes, 111, 0.93.— B, 188, n.86.

2, Ills, q.16, a.8, &. See CAJETAN'S commentary, n.2.

3. SBermo 111, s Attendite a falsis prophetia. . .», Opera Omnia, od. Frotté, Paris,
Vivas, £.32, p.676. G

4. On the personalist conception of marriage, Cardinal Villensuve has this to say:
«Ce n'est dmw dans une conception personnaliste du mariage, ni dans un lﬂi.-ﬂi:l.?t

nalisme chrétien of socialiste, qui rﬁhmt l'une et l'sutre de soncessions spéou-
m et Ethiques & V'erreur, qu'on pourrs trouver la solution aux Iprub.lamu que
souldvent de plus en plus tragiquement les déviations de la vérits. C'est toujours In
vérité qui doit mous délivrer. Or, ees conceptions ne visent gu'd pousser jusqu'h
I ion la périlleuse solitude ol se trouve plongée la personne, une fois qu'on
la détache ot qu'on lisole, sous prétexte de l'exalter, de son appui naturel, la bien
commun».—BC,xvit.  Referring to H. Doms’ successful Vom Sinn und Zweck der
Ehe (Du sens et de la fin du mariage, Desclée De Brouwer, Paris 1937; The Meaning
ﬁgﬂfﬂﬂ. Sheed and Ward, New York 1939), 1 ventured the unpopular opinion

it presents a edeeply perverse conception of marriages.—BC,181, n.58,

5. «De matrimonii finibus eorumque relstione et ordine his postremis annis
nonnulla typis edita prodierunt, qum vel asserunt finem primarium matrimonii non
uu.{'wtu erstionem, vel fines secundarios non esse fini primario subordinatos,
s minz::ndenm.

Hisee in elucubrationibus primarius conjugii finis alius ab aliis desi , uk
mp.:mwmmmznhmﬁmmmnﬁm tum



IN DEFENCE OF BAINT THOMAS 108

I should like it understood that I do not at all accuse Father Eschmann
of using the term ¢ personalism» ambiguously. Om the contrary, he employs
it in its strict meaning, a5 may be clear from his fundamental position:

Objectively, i.e. viewed from the of its uncreated object, the vision is not
& common ;ﬂ:mmgﬂr&%ﬁmﬁmﬂ;hwﬂtmmdh
B adeqgua ll.ngulge itis Himself, the Bonum unisersals in essendo,
HWMMM.— .l’l,m.

Nor could he have ever attacked my essay had I not been clear about what
I mean by personalism and what I have against it.

XIV. THE DEVIL AND THE COMMON GOOD

The rather flamboyant title of this final chapter might suggest that
it is to contain doctrine of a novel and startling kind; its aim, however,
is exactly the contrary. The fitting and proper close for any discussion
in Christian Theology will always be an appeal to traditional and ancient
teaching, and it is this indispensable support which we propose to seek in
our last pages. If, prescinding now from the explicit liltera Sancti Thomz,
there were any truth in the accusation, that the primacy of the divine
common good is & modern innovation, then for that reason alone he who
held it should feel uneasy. But we shall leave it to the reader to judge,
after reading the testimony now to be described, whether or not our position
draws its strength from the roots of tradition. ;

In & parsgraph of my book which arouses Father Eschmann’s amuse-
ment as recalling «by its style and bearing the ‘herocic’ ages of baroque-
Scholastic controversy» (DM,184), I refer to John of 8t. Thomas in
support of my position. The note to this passage presented in full the
actual words of this recognized theologian. This citation will receive
fuller notice in & moment, but for the present let it be noted that the text
of John of 8t. Thomas (1589-1644) is based in turn directly on the authority
of Bt. Augustine (354-430—«a superiore communi omnium beatifico bono
[ mali angeli | ad propria defluxerunt»; and also on the authority of Pope
8t. Gregory (c.540-804)—«..... Dum [ Leviathan] privatam celsitudinem
superbe appetiit, jure perdidit participatam» '; and again on the authority

ao personalis poerfeetio; j mutuns Amor unio fovends ae 1
pﬂmuhlﬂmﬂmmm' pumtﬂdrmm ;ﬂhm‘lrw.ﬂm
ui vel negan

3o doom?lncs suadaros Sl primari o ey spnbr ebolinaon, o g
W entes’ um - ived . —Acla
Apost. Sedis, 20 Aprilis 1944; NCWC., August 20, 1944, p.108.

Mor is the lollowing passage from the deta Tribunalium of the Sacra Romana Rola
to be overlooked: «Recentissimis his nostris temporibus anetores ﬂﬂlr.'dlﬂmm

ntaiom nan

e -
considerant atqunﬂglmt. ﬁimmhmmwnmm“dm
recedunt, quin solida et probata nal’puntl Euis ibus afferre valeants.—
Acta Apost. Sedis, 26 Juni 1944; NOWC., October 20, 1944, p.1

1. Sancti Gregorii Magni Meralium Lib. XXXIV, e21. Miaxx, Paoirol. Lel.,
t.76, col.740, 1134 B.
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of 8t. Bernard (1090-1153)—+«| Homines ] infirmiores sunt, inquit [ diabolus],
inferioresque natura, non decet esse concives, nec mquales in gloria»'; on
the authority of 8t. Thomas (1224/5-1274)—«affectavit [ diabolus | excel-
lentiam singularem»®, The innovator Father Eschmann denounces was
born in 1908,

The extraordinary thing is that all these mighty witnesses are as one
in recognizing the denial of the Common Good as being the peculiar crime
of Batan. Yet it is understandable that this be so, for the temptation
could be for none more alluring than for persons as glorious as Lucifer and
his followers before their fall. John of 8t. Thomas explains this in the

passage I quoted.
...Quia videntes dignitatem suam, appetierunt mhm que maxime est
supernaturalem) habers

propria super ..{..)..(recusat disbolus beati
Hin ritate propna, sed communem cum hominibus; ex quo consecutum est
quod voluerit specialem super eos habere prelationem potius quam communiestio

&u%ﬂl&nﬁl’%ﬂﬂ:ﬂ fatetm in hac questione , 8.3, in calee, Accedit

auctori . Gregoril pap®,. ..: ‘Angelos perdidisse participatam celsitudinem,

quia privatam dmidg-u.ﬂruntﬁn?m_l est, recusarunt ccelestem beatitudinem, quis par-

ticipata, et communis erat multis, et solum vduewm. scilicet quatenus
+ itk 5

privatam, et , quia prout sic habebat duas rtunas
superbis ,ndlgpz.mn;ulmqq:m,mnihﬂ‘mmmm habere cum inferio quod
ipsis w1 v?khmr.qﬁlmdmtglotummmhﬂliﬂ,etmhﬂmtmamu
speciali , &b gratia, et quasi precario: enim maxime recusant superbi,

et maxime recusavit angelus. Et ad hoc pertinet parabola illa Luca x1v, de homine
qui fecit coenam Fn?nnm,gtmmtmultm et cum vocasset invitatos coeperunt se
excusare; ideo enim ortassis recusaverunt ad illam coenam venire, quis magna erat,
et pro multis, dedignantes consortium habere cum tanto numero, potiusque eligerunt
suas privatas commoditates, licet longe inferiores, utpote naturalis ordinis, iste quia
villam emit, ille quis juga boum, alius quis uxorem duxerat, unusquisque propriam
excusationem pretendens, et privatum bonum, quis proprium, recusans vero cenam,
quis magnam, et multis communem. Iste est propriissime spiritus superbim 3,
Could ome state more clearly that the fallen Angels refused super-
natural beatitude because it can be achieved only as & common good and
because they had to seek it qua common good? Yet, by their faith and
their most perfect natural knowledge the Angels, who cannot err in matters
of speculative science, knew, incomparably better than we, that the adepiio
Jinis is an asseculio singularis. They knew that God Himself and God
alone is the primary object of this happiness and that the vision is in no way
interrupted by the existence of any neighbour nor by any number of them.
Yet they prefer that lower good which is possessed as a privilege of their
angelic nature or as wholly personal, to a good common to many and dis-
pensed according to the free choice of God Himself Who can make the last

first and the first last®, They may be compared to those who refused to

1. Sermo XV II in Contica, Pairel. Lai., t.183, eol.857, 1310 C.
2. Ia, q.63, 8.2, a.
3. Curs. theol., ed. Vivie, t.IV, d.23, a.3, nn.34-35, pp.950-061. —EBC, 160,
4. «, .. Naturam humansm assumptam a Dei Verbo in Persona Christi, seoundum
Eﬁhﬁ.ﬂwlﬂumlqmnmmuﬂlm:ﬂm&wgt,m ratione unionis.
leguendo de humans naturs communiter, eam angelice comparando, secundum
uﬁnmnds;lﬁsmﬂ. gloriam, mqualitas invenitur; oum esdem sit mensura hominds
ol angeli, ut disitur Apec. xx1; ita tamen quod quidam angeli quibusdam
ot quidam homines angelis, quantum ad I:uhp;mhnru inveniuntur.
pantom ad condi oature, lus est melior 8. Neo ideo naturam
l_-u:n it Deus, qm_hm:pm:ﬂlbmlptq pl?“dﬂlﬂ#: ﬂh:&,h Eﬁ
indigebat, Bieu pretiosiug BAFVD BETO q
non dst filio sanos.—Ja, q,20. a4, ad 2.
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attend the great supper, simply because it was a great one to which many
were invited, and they scorned to take part with such a crowd. They
preferred, accordingly, to turn to private affairs, even though these were
far inferior and of a quite earthly nature. Nothing could be more characte-
ristic of the proud. The Angels well knew the object of heavenly beatitude
is the proper good of God alone which to angel or man can be only a common
good. And in desiring to confine themselves to their personal good, we
may think of them as pleading with great show of argument that, in so
doing, they were only striving generously to be like to God in a more unique
and personal fashion, since in this they would be less dependent upon His
grace and favour, possessing their good by way of a strictly personal
appropriation’, In other words, they sought to be assimilated to God
only with regard to this that God is good, thus aiming to be most like
to Him by being good in themselves, instead of seeking the assimilation
secundum unionem vel informationem to an object which is common and
impoasible to attain as a proper good. And so, as Bt. Augustine (354-
430) says, from that higher and beatific good which was commeon to all,
they lapsed to this private good of their own:

__ Angelorum bonorum et malorum inter se contrarios appetitus non naturis prin-
cipiisque diversi eum Deus omnium substantiarum bonus suctor et conditor utros-
s:_wieuuwm voluntatibus et cupiditatibus exstitisse, dubitare fas non est; dum

mhhmimnﬁmbmg,ﬂdmmﬁuyﬁmhejum
nitate, veritate, charitate persistunt; alii sus potestate potius ti, velut bonum
suum sibi ipsi essent, a superiore communi omnium beatifico bono ad propria defluzerund,
ot habentes elationis fastum pro excelsissims mternitate, vanitatis astutiam pro
w?ﬁhh.ﬂudupnﬂummmdmduuhﬂhh,mmbhhum.hﬁﬁ

sunt?,

That, I believe, was authentic personalism in high places. Yet, it is
quite different from contemporary doctrine. Before explaining what we
mean let us quote from the second page of Father Eschmann's article:

This is the personalism which is at issue in & on three of Professor
mmm*qm.mmmwm the cheroies
ages of controversy:

Le des anges fut une erreur pratiquement nnaliste: ils ont préférd
In 'Hdehurpmmpummiq;ldlpﬂi ui leur serait venue dans la su-
bo jon & un bien supéricur mais commun dans sa supériorité méme.

1. «.. . Nee enim nos dicimuos superbis in processisss ex judieio
intendente sonseeutionem buhwm in, seu ex viribus iis: hujusmodi
mﬂmmmmmhmummn@ﬂMtgﬁm
uodlibet bonum, etiam gloriam ex gratis, et benefieio alieno, ot

communicand inferioribus:

ipsam
i essot ax gratin, sed 6x propria virtute asssquibilis, Et sie nullo modo ex relatis
i..ﬁnn;-:umm voluerunt positive, et formaliter itudinem, sed efficaciter volusrunt
illam recusare, quis erat ex gratis, et communicabilis

volebant illam, xi go non esset: efficasiter vero, ot tive t propris excel-

lentis ut fini, quis ibi tales eonditiones non t, sad erat propris, non com-
i creationis
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L’hérdsie pélagienne, dit Jean de Baint Thomas, peut ttumnddﬁ&mmv
une étincelle de ce péché dea anges. Elle n'en est
alors que I'erreur des anges fut purement mhquu,lmamduﬁ:ﬁm

mmm“mdnmta ,thhvmtmm

faible. 11 doetrine spéculative erreur fut & V'origine
il o ———
m# pa:mum]m mmlpsmhll ﬁ;‘:.m'i] ’rﬁm
il o
aucune ambiguité, Bans doute noarinﬂmm - blesser ceux
des qmmtldtnt-iﬁ!utuduchm leur " E'mﬂ
leur responsabilité trés personnelle. Mais & aussi la ndtre—nous ju-

mmu&mmu*m— M, 184.

The squib: «How many Angels can dance on a pin-point T» has been,
perhaps, not without its effect even on learned Catholic circles. It is
considered in bad taste.to even mention the pure spirits—except, of course,
in wobjectiver Historical Point of View research. In fact, we are led to
wonder why God bothered to tell us of them, and why He has repeatedly
warned us against those that move in the darkness. Yet, He seems to be
of the opinion that Angel and Devil play a rather prominent role in His
universe and concern us more than the Evil One would like us to believe.
And is it not He who tells us: invidia aulem diaboli mors introivit in orbem
terrarum.: imilantur aulem illum qui sunt ex parte illius?' Christ Himself
has said: Vos ex paire dicbolo estis: el desideria patris vesirs vultis facere. Ille
homicida erat ab initio, ef in veritale non stetit®. We are warned that Satan
will seduce the nations®, and in daily evening prayers the Church repeats the
words of 8t. Peter: Sobrii estole el vigilale: quia adversarius vester diabolus
tamquam leo rugiens circuil, quarens quem devoret®, The invidious personal-
ism of the Devil is our concern, and on highest authority we must fear
him and pay no heed to those who smile at our solicitude.

Now, in the first sentence of the citation which recalled to my Opponent,
sby its style and bearing the ‘heroic’ ages of baroque-Scholastic controversy»®,
it is stated that the Angels could commit no speculative error—even Adam
shared in this privilege®. The Angels knew, therefore, that divine beatitude
could not possibly become their proper good. Their error could only
have consisted in ignorantia electionis, a purely practical error. «The sin
of the Angels was a practical personalist error: they preferred the dignity

1. Liber Sopientiz, 1, 24.
2. Joan., vir, 44.

3. Apoc., xx, 7.
4. 1 Pel., v, B.

. 5. I readily admit that of all thoss who dare to t, I have possibly the
iultllillutmhw. Hm,lmmﬂuwmr:hﬁmmhmlm?lm
!ﬁ:ﬂl EIMH- For, as has been well said : If a thing is worth doing st all
I 'Wth
i ilﬁ cAdam non esi seductus, u:.:;ﬂm Boduetio autem duplex est, so. in nniversali,

particulari eligihili, orantis uhnrunnu. peceat,
sadueitur ignorantis tludtu'}m: plﬂmulu-j i u.ﬂ:!: ﬁﬂﬁm

:purmmmunivﬂh] qmdon. eredidit d.int sed eredidit
]ma.nddmpm .nquwx_ntmu;‘;ﬁmu

dubmt,aliuupwtu IVinm saveri eredidit quod fasile ei remittereturs,
=—In I ad Tim., 6.2, leot.3.
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of their own person to that dignity which would come to them through their
subordination to a good, higher but common in its very sovereignty» —B(C,3.

The Pelagians on the other hand, were guilty of simple speculative
error when they taught that, absolutely speaking, the natural powers were
adequate to achieve the supernatural end of man. To maintain that the
Angels could entertain such crass speculative ignorance would be to ignore
the power of their intelligence.

Nec oportet [ diabolo | attribuere errorem Pelagii habendo merita condigna
ﬁmhééugmmm!mﬁdm utdal'mtndm’nmpg‘
recusabant habere illam, si per gratiam consequenda erat, ut vere

t. Undn- habuerunt errorem mhhmwndhhmmtmm
:lllpuﬁam,u:::mm:mtﬂhmh?dlml

Now the personalism I attack shows an even greater speculative debility
than that of Pelagianism, since it mistakes not just the means of attaining
supernatural beatitude, but bears directly on the nature of God Himself,
It is deserving of more indulgence only because it is more stupid?.

That is what was meant by the first paragraph Father Eschmann
quotes. The continuation of it is possibly even more ebaroque-Scholastics
in style:

L'asservissement de la personne au nom du bien commun est comme une vengeance

A la fois remarquable et cruelle, une attagque sournoise contre la commu-
nauté uhmlhqunﬂa!adﬁmn:mtrﬂuﬁdnum:h bl:nnépuundah
dignité supérieure que I'homme regoit dans la subordination de son tout personnel
au bien commun assurerait la négation de toute dignité humaine —BC, 3-4.

And by the negation of all human dignity we mean the fruits of
personalism. Quite logically the inordinate exaltation of the human
person has a principle and term in contempt of the other person.

Uardmdnhmuﬁdubmmmpm au fond, de la méfance et du mépris
des personnes.—BC,19.

1. Jouw or Bt. Tuosmas, sbad., p.954.

2. My Adversary says he swould never have come out with this judgment, had
pot Father Baisnée written his articles.—DM 187, 0.0, His reference is to Father
Jules A. Baisnéas T CﬂMIdCﬂ.qum P'n'unnlulm which in The Modern
m.mnmtu «Father

BCxxn. On the same page 185
it not be better for us to stop short on the road of censuring and _t.lﬂmﬂ.hu.
B e e Sho | ooty Wusiared iy Fopes 08 the sitisce good
. on fommaon
ing of the Académis ne taint Thomas &" Aquin, it was
T D s Panion of aouiaty. Hia Bauiatmst bt never sald
on the A never
i F g F g i

i
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To grasp this we have only to recall what has been said already regarding
the dual aspect, relative and absolute, in which we can consider the amia-
bility of our neighbour. The created persons are amiable to God in the
measure of the goodness He gratuitously bestows upon them, We, however,
cannot love them according to their nearness to Him, but only according
to their nearness to us. On the other hand, any created good, including
ourselves, pales to nonentity before the divine good which in beatitude
becomes our good—our common good. But to rejoice in the fact that our
neighbour is only & particular good «infra nes constitutum» may be a rather
doubtful attitude. Emphasis on the nos is definitely jeopardizing. Our
Lord was rather insistent that some would be first and some last and what
He said concerned beatitude. That is one point of view not to be ignored.
In the end, His point of view must prevail. However, when our point of
view (that of our neighbour’s nearness to us) prevails over the former, then,
of course, any common good, a8 well as any particular good except ourselves,
becomes a mere bonum ufile—i.e. a good only as a means, for the sake of
that good which is our insatiable ego.

That the Devil exists, that he is envious of man, that he is a homicide,
that in envy and revenge he craves our imitation of his initial deed, is
uncreated truth. This may be called «baroque», yet it is truth divine.
It is, abasolutely speaking, more true than our own existence.

Such being the gravity of the error we attacked, the reader will under-
stand why we were careful to add that in no way did we consider «the error
of all those who call themselves personalists to be more than speculative.
Let there be no ambiguity about thats. For a man is good, not because of
his science, but because of the rectitude of his appetite. Yet, we could
bardly fail to disturb those personalists who have identified this speculative
doctrine with their own person. And if personalism implied what we were
certain it did imply (even before Father Eschmann made it rather explicit),
the obligation was upon us to say just what that implication was. It
would have been quite merciless not to say it.

And now let us turn to one more of my Opponent's statements. Imme-
diately following the above quotation he proceeds:

There is & proper and profound Thomistic doctrine of the relative superiority,
within definite orders, of their respective common over the paxﬂmﬁ pmiu
mn‘tainﬂn those orders. It.il this dnlfh-'i;li'hich ;‘mﬂr De Koninck has dtt'l:-nﬁ
ed into contradictory and unintelli position of the absolute superiori
I}tﬂ:lmngmﬁnmnllmdmuﬁilm mﬂhmﬂmhtarmdeﬂ.—

1841

We believe our Opponent had a fair chance to show that our position
is acontradictory and unintelligibles. Yet, having carefully read his article
to the end, if we accepted his conclusion it eould only be on his word.
We must, however, appreciate his predicament, for, when a diclum authen-
ticum is also a per se notum quoad sapientes,’ its rejection gives rise to
endless difficulties.

1. sAinsi veut-on détruire une proposition per ¢ mola résultant de ls seule noti-
fleation du bien commun».—EBC,T1.
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Father Eschmann’s denunciation calls to our mind an aptly phrased
indictment by that travenously nﬁmtiunnia unnla Screwtapes:

The whole philosophy of Hell rests on of the axiom that one thing is
nutmthnﬂm;.mdupmll;tht not another self, Hr'};adum:
good and your good is yours.

Now the Enemy's! philosophy is nothing more mor less than one continued

lﬂﬂnptmmthumrnbmmhuth He sims at a contradiction. Things are
to be many, yet somehow also one. The good of one self is to be the good of another.
‘This i He calls love, and this same monotonous panaces can be detected
under all He does and even all He is—or claims to be2,

® % W

The article I have written, long and difficult as it is, will doubtless tax
the patience and energies of many of its readers. It has been composed
with a threefold purpose: to vindicate the truth, to vindicate St. Thomas,
and to utter a word in defence of the personage who so kindly wrote the
preface of the little book which has been the occasion of so much controversy.
While I hope my work will reveal a spirit of sincerity and devotion to truth,
it is not difficult for me to believe that the task could have been done much
better, that stronger arguments might have been found and, above all,
that they might have been presented much more effectively. Still, I am
convinced that the reasons here given are sufficient to establish the truth,
and should they not succeed in comvineing the adversaries, some other
writer will surely appear with power to enlighten their ignorance.

Caarres DE Konmok.

1.
2. C.B. Lewis, The Serewtape Letiers, B, J. Reginald SBsunders, Toronto 1045, p.92.



