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aiffioulty, St. Thomas states the loglo of the oase
tlys

od necesse est esse, possibile est esse:

zﬂ;,&@#ﬁ&%&l& est esss, impossiblle
Lmpo a#ﬁtik g;ﬁ wm mm L

on "@g %“*' guod neos IR
ﬁﬁ%&ﬁﬁﬁ est non esse, Hoo ﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁ Qﬁt imgﬁaaibiia;\, T

ﬁ%@w iﬁ@%ﬁﬁi@ii@ est quod allquid necesse sit |
men non it poseibile Allud ease. %




ne impossiblle, that whish necese

sed not only to the nesessary, but

pay or may not be., Dut the

flefined, will slso be opposed Lo the nesetw

1ioh 18 defined as thet whioh cammot not be,3J

he sany distinctlons whioh have to

speak with sny degree of coherence in
The first ia thet slready mentioned betwsen the
»ie and the impossible, Under the possible we osn under
| ary and that ﬁ%&@h,«ﬁlgw@; 4
pary, 18 yet not impossible., Beinge falling into this latter
re aduit of some things which

g Dot Necese
/

it. Here we sust sagaln take

gategory are, of oourse, sont

scordingly neceseary with an absolute
being that 1t s not

po »mﬁ%iﬁ@ﬁﬁ& ox hﬁ@ ﬁﬁlﬁﬁ quaé
-ﬁ?ﬁ&%wxﬁﬁ @i% in potentis et quandoque in

Bo%us  (awel sed $ﬁ$§§ila ?@1 @ﬁ%ﬁ&ﬁﬁ&na
ﬁi@%ﬁ %ﬁ%@. z*m? wario hoo
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@%:&@ on the Tirgt osause

hings depend on the will of &
%@%‘%ﬁ$ §§1l of tod
an thet of 1
ssld to will thes not with absolute,

i not neosgeltated %o

sving himself, When it is ques-

¢ oreatures, God iz
n later to

sh hypothetiosl neceseity. s We wlll retu

a discussion of this second type of necesgsity, but for the

B Not 8Xm

asl necessity doe

BOWADT We DU het Bypotheti

slude all ab

solute necessity from orestures.

flise auten reg sluplioliter et absolute necssse

est esse in guidbus non est poselbilites ad non

BREE , %&&@ﬁﬁﬁ %ﬁ%@% reu aiﬁ sunt & Deo in essge
auotas M neatura 81t potentis &d

B 8. GQuod quidem continglt ex hoo quod
'%%ﬁﬁﬁiﬁ in eis est In %&%&gﬁi& ad aliam forman,
Ill&@ 3&&% Tes iﬁ Qﬁi}ﬁ& ?%1 non @ﬁ@ %&ﬁwri&

it was nos abaolutely necesse

ry that they be orested; they, =e

all orestun

lled by God with only bhypothetioal neces-
sity. But thisz does not force usg to oonolude that all abso-

%, B8 we have

she oase thet there are ine

“ﬁ@ﬁ%ﬁiﬁg in the realm of balnge which
*iix?;%$$;3? whioh contaln in them

o g ga‘ ﬁi

ure dissolution.



o1
sonting

spates 1e an example of & being sublect to intrinsle
enay, there is in his & proclivity towarde nonebeing.

abgolute necesslity. It

But precisely hers .

now ﬁ%ﬁ% %ﬁviﬁ* it is absoclutely necessary that he be retioe
et he should one day ﬁgg;3$ However, 1t 18 not

sbso

lutely necessary that Socrates run, for he is no mo
that aotion then to

ming, 16 1ig impossible that he
ng 8t111.5% Mote well that hypo-

from ocnsequent to antecedent

deterained to

But glven

and not vice versa; 1t is not & necessity thet is somehow not

intent on proving thet an existential

mposeible, vhatever we gay will ultimstely reduce

how effects are precontained in
will not admit thet

itself %o an inquiry into

thelr csuses. It is beoause Klerkegasrd

effects are necessarily so

prasonbal

at hes been sald, it should be

vod %ﬁﬁ% he i moved to

sustain hie thesis. From wh
evident that his approsoh 1s an unhappy a&% for ultimstely it

Human aote consider the present and

the future; we do not take counsel &s to the past,

Fastus suten quod est
“eiﬁékﬁs quia nom conbinglt lpsum
' gwm»,gg3~&i% r&aﬁaﬁ; @@ ad ﬁ«* inaaaiﬁ

isto posse privatur i@@zﬁg ut sollicet faoist
iﬁgﬁ&iﬁﬁ, 1dest non facta quae sunt faota.4l

prasteritum non est oone




- 83

ent ag present is subjisot to the prinsiple of contrs

The pres
diotion: 1t cannot be othsr %ﬁﬂﬁ‘$%'1&’&ﬁ Nhet s left is

the future snd our gquestion becomes, how are future eoffeocts

sontained in thelr sausan?

£ an effeat 1s contained in ite

ﬁ&x@@$"$§11$‘ﬁ£§3 the

| ner (1) aé that 1% will lssue from 1t with necesaity,
or {2) &ﬁ thaet the inoline
but can @avgwﬁhglﬁaﬁv%a impeded from reallzing it, or, final-

1y, (3} so that the csuse iz purely in énd is not de-

gause D& &0

tion to this effect,

potenoy
tersined to one effect or ancther. Ip the first oase, cone

i

genoy is exolude

d. It is vegesazery thalt & pan have a

4 vot be otherwise. From the rexsine

sensible nature; it aoul

ing two categories we distingulsh three types of ocontir

LONOY .

nd category lends iteelf to two typss of contingenoy:
() thet whioh heppens for the most part following the inclin-
nature. Usually bablies are bhorn |

with five fingers

linsvion ia frustrated, the effect is oconw

 tingent. (o) Effects which issue from a osuse which 1s in
%&%&?ﬁ&ﬁ%ﬁ o

‘oilows on Che third dlvislon above,

no wise pre:

then are due to fres élection. This

gndowed ix indifferent

The free will with whieh we are

an the unlverssl good; to &)l lesser goods

to any good less th

s ourselves.™ This indetern

we m
absolutely impossible f
will the effects whioch will fa

r smyone to gee preoontained in the

ilow from it, A realization of




sdical indetermination a8t the pourae of the historioal

. show the stupldity of trying to trace nesessity through
nd Into the fusture. Hune |
whtioh onnnot be predioted, But there

sontingency at work in the affairs

" 40te are o0

paet & ntingent on

& salf-.dataraination

ig an sven more radioal

a8 off to the corner tavern to enjoy a

When Eoorates siip

rer and dlalogue and there encounters Alelblsdes who

 hes owed him five dollars since the last Clymplos, Hoonrates

in a forturate situation., e ocertainly had
hed no idea that he would meet Aloiblades here; the latter
| ’?f?~'3?1+9zf;€fi'f‘5,¢$é;

have left Athens oy
It would have bhaen

But Scaorates would not be

would seem to be

and was suppossd to

sver after its defeat in the last elsctions.

foclish then to expest to meet Alolbimdes,

8O &

and Aloibliades, who had
. peokage of olgarettes without knowing
8t111l this slde of the

nalytioanl. He accepts the five,

gtapped in merely for
wﬁ&%h&v Boorates were

- Styx, steps muttering into the street.

an soocldental effect of

sole intention was
B Asnthlppe and & ?ﬁfﬁéﬁhﬁﬁﬁ drink; but

Hia

ghue time reoelve an unexpsocted sum,
sgamt of. How are we %o asgount for
B ?.%’t‘n %@Mﬁ tell

renoe? Aristotle
et Soersteg ig here an socidentsl sause of san acoidental

%o be this, he must first De ine
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L par 8o ﬁff@é§¢§§ The oshance affeot is united to
the iﬁ%ﬁ:?$ﬁ.@ffﬁﬁ%§ but gg»ﬁgﬁ'ﬁﬁa with the &m%&aﬁ&@a.“é

In gggg«g; , that whioh M, &w to fortune is of suoh ine

¢ would be foclish to do ome thing

g Tortultous mlght convensi something

bility so that

happens or with any degres of proba
oretold, csould not be fortune. 47 ind yet the

zinoe 1t iﬁ?@lﬁ%&ﬁzaﬁ'ﬁ~%§$@ or avil to the agent,

2 pursued or avoided

ting for an end; secondly,

yrtune 18 of infrequent ooourrence; and

finally, that it be relaied se a good or evil to the agent.

The effeots of fortune are insaloulable, for they are infinlte:
- per acoldens est infinite et indeternineta, ec quod

L48a

peunt ancidare,

5 S84 % sy % ¥ T Esg
< g X 3 2 g A

tafinita uni po

sried to deny the indetersinetoness of fortune,

soldentsl osn be reduced to a per se
pxample, going to the tavern would be

he per ase cause of recelving five dollara.

with recelving five dollars? There is no deteramlnate omuse
he fortultous effeot, 1t is reducidle to the agent's ine
Joined to its «ffect. The effects of

tention ae acoidently oon

fortune are Y eyond our comprehenglon and thus serve Lo make



#% might not engue?

ult the deolision to act., For wi
‘o know the definition of fortume and
wlid posit an ast., If he ocould fore

wow 1% is 8 nause helps

one not at all when he »

ssee the effects of fortune, they would no longer be the

sffeots of fortune

snd what is more, there

ntingenosy whioh is ohanoce or
ead in thelr seuses and be-

hend reallty in such & way

thet it will seem remsomsble. For us there is mmoh irr&tiana
ality in the world and 1% 1g such that we osnnot surmsount iﬁ
by %&%ﬁgﬁ%’

onarks, & fool. Ho system of reality can be formu-

Aunyone who thinks he hag done so s, as Klerk-

lated because no such systen exists for nen
 on humen sotion. It is

%ﬁ%i%%; We reash & naturer
mething that follows necessarily fros what has zone be-

pprosched with & gertain feay and trembling.
» Buman sot we must fivet hesr what

ution not 4o fall aﬁlﬁ

Just &8 B BN ¥§£‘§£§§ﬁ avery prasa

onde by Loppling over beskwards, so Kierkegsard,

his face ofter
has &

ting sgsinst the gﬁgﬁii“

in reas n speculative philosophy

pasulative philosophy,. Howhare 1is his

tendenoy to reject all s



Ang 1t a8 directed against Hegel, there

stantial numbe:

his model, for Socrates turned from the

and busled himsel! only with ethloanl quese

netently reminds ue that he does not

re ject oblective tho

ipht e euoh, but Af, deaplte his pro-

jeotion of all but pr
 &% of .

of good intentions, we ind in his writing & re-

annot merely slough

affirped that %%@ir

loved the g@&&kg wnd

Klerkegnard
Losophizging alweys had & relation to othics.5l He was
he said this, but we

thinking primerily of Sosrsates when

find him referring oftem to Arisictle as to an suthority.

;ing Hegelianiem, he sdverts to the Aristot-

stlion between the spesoulative and prectiosl.

it is dlsinterssted, but for an
;agl existence 18 tﬁ& h&@hﬁat
, 8x Ang gmx&wiﬁual %%arﬁf@ra
%@a@ é?&&%@%i& ﬁgfpkﬁ when he ﬁ@?a {ﬁﬁ inime,
IXX, 10, 2) thev rjs Frwoiniosd@iffars fron
ﬂvaunaws e 7éker, But pure thought Aa 210
gﬁﬁ%@? ﬁ@%&&ﬁ%ﬁ 3

and pot like the a%a%wﬁaﬁ
vee Indeed sbstract from existe

A%%&f%%%l&ﬁﬁ PPSEerves & relatione

reganrd mccepte the type of speculation
i¢ soes on $to show that the

‘hought is neither of the types of which

Aristotle speake. "Juet se existence has combined thought



and existence by saking the existing individusl & thinker,

8o there sy wedlum of abstraot thoupht, and

» two medlis: the

gnt 48 ®till & third

the wmedium of reslity. But pure thou

;@&;*53 Pure thouwght Linores

medium, quite recently 4Algcove

ar denlies Lhad 1t sustaling any relation with that from

shlol 1t abetreots.

e frow this appesl to Aristotle is

Yhe daiffiosulivy aripl

i Pabastraot thought” be-

- longer mow whoether he intende

Hegelian pure thought or speoulstion ss Aristotle underatands

it. The enly cou

irge left i to note what he predlostes of

goe if 41t be true of

saatract thought and then o on %o

old that ghstrooct

sneculation as we understand it., Ye are

norete send tamporal, the whole exigte

ht lgnopes the oo

ential predicanent of dunl, It 1z easzy to ezplaln

ation slaply vesuuse th

wight then sbstracts
whioh lao x&&liﬁy;5“' The only way

‘ros the definite sonething
' 14 of remlity 1 by nule
ation of reality oonglsts in

gi%i;;tgggﬁ The assumption that

king only Hdegelian spesoulation could e
innumerable oltations from the Postsgrips

ppments we ind the de-

Q@%ﬁgﬁﬁ; in the pape bHook

existance of Uod, the insortallivy

pial that we can prove the

of the soul, et0.’® Thess are problems which we will cone

ilater in our study for the snke of thw oinimal




orderliness which we are trying to pres

of the difficulty alluded to 18 diminished AT we
rdts only objeotive is to defend the

- human oholoe,

‘.@ﬁ@i@ily, he is trying to
show that Christlanlity iz not an inviiatlion to speoulation,
but & way of 1ife. It will beo

ganrd's oriterin for !

ome clear later, when we see

knowledge® that abstract

totle is thought to be non-ssaen.

| :e@ﬁ@t; a@@@urr s world
: Lo »\zo y Q& t‘?ﬁﬁ W mé
aﬂ%,ﬁgﬁg an ahmavwar%

sing whioh 18 related to m aaxm@a53 What
nistory be if not & delay in the ethiocal task?

» thought does not heve any relation to my existence, snd
it 18 asccordingly & ohlimers A the Sruth pought is something

to exist in,5?




1m ’Wi ff»h 'm’%@
a.i;-,;gg %o particuler
e :fm; @ﬁxﬁﬁﬁﬁ i t&&nk |

reality, the
gixt before 1 hed yet wsoted,

most perfect possible
o n &ction in thou
A ’  %&@ ﬁ@@&m‘gé%

kha @hjaatn
ﬁh& aab~

e %ﬁ %ﬁ@&,i ﬁh&nk %ﬂa% i w&ll 4o this
w»av, v»~;-~:»e;a§ is not yet an actlon, and in
%&i aternity 1% 1o gualitstively distinot ?rﬂa aotliony
ﬁ&?@?ﬁ%@i@@%; 1t 4o & possiblility 4in whioh the intere

F don end of reslity alresdy refleonte ltself.
%ﬁ@ ﬁi@&%ﬁﬁ%@%ﬁﬁw@ﬁﬁﬁ and oblectivity of thought are
n the way to beilng disturbed, because v¢$lg§! and
?@%%ﬁﬁﬁiﬁiiiﬁy reash out to lay'ﬁ@l@ of it.

and yet the @%ﬁg ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ ig not o be
Lo

sonfuged with the ex-

nel; rether 1t conslists in the denision W%ﬁ#ﬁb? one 1denti-
' ant of hig thought, FKlerkegsard

ing o»of ths levite

- down the rosd he regretted
turned only to find hiws

Thet the resl sotion often tends to be ounfused
with all sorte of notlong, Intentions, spproxie
mations to ﬁ.éﬁﬁgﬁﬁﬁﬁ &nﬁ so forth, and that it
A8 seldom anyone &@%&1& aats, iﬁ not demled,
?%'ﬁﬁé %@#ﬁyﬁﬁ? it ig sgouned ﬁﬁ@% Just this

nte of @ff&i?ﬁ hon ﬁﬁwﬁyiﬁﬁﬁﬁg to the sonfusion
with which we are here dealing., 5




whioh turms its attention inward to the subjeot snd "desires

in this inte inwerdness to realize the truth,"67

tion of inwerdness glves to the
thinker &_é&uﬁi& reflection,
£, he think *”f»fxﬁvmW$&1~ but

Ang iﬁgfffgagwig srdnes he bg*%f% 'w
and more ﬁﬁ%&%@%&?ﬁi& isal&t@d.*”

From this vantege point, Kierkegsard
th. «ll other definitions of

smunolstes another major

theslis: subjeativity is the tr

The truth is subjectivity amd subjeotivity is the truth, The

' apprehension of the truth 1 precisely the truth,69

We are told that objectively there is nmo truth for existing
tion.79  Subjeotively the

because the deslisivenass
of the truth 18 to be found in the subjeotivity of the indivi-
dual. ¥e find an  sonclise definition of the truth

as: “An objective unseriainty

411 of this will seem surpriging only if we forget the
ontext 1n whioh 1t lg found

egelte approach to Christianity the truth of

+« This porition arises from an

| duwed to gresp by spegulative philosophy. Hay more,
gpeculative §§ilﬁ§@§§§'%%§%§§ the truth into being. *The

truth, is not flrst given

, Gnd the understanding of 1t awalted
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hat which alone can bring
wn object, that is, 1t only knows 1its
b what 1f Christieniiy iz not just an iz
fraltion by knowledge:
ng o be lived and this priszerily?
 definition of truth.

Thus arises the above mentioned

We do not i

ntend to discuse Kiarkegaard's notion of feith

put 1t must be reacognized that his definl.

nat foilth mesns. For

tion of truth waas for him s
this reason, he disousses st this time the reletionship of
to faith =&

g&f&ﬁ@@ af

nd introduces ?ﬁﬁ rather bizarre conoept

to forego discussion of all this
rom what 18 seid the relationship
The texts we have oited already
give us a felrly good notion of what Kierkegaard understood
by this relatiom. Our intention for the remainder of this
pre seotion will 1} own the oriteria for distine
guishing the speculative from the prastiecal and show that it
is Ain vhis latter category that
féilg. Likewise, it will be well vo chow that the various
4 7*"54 which constitute the spe

tiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ-%@,f“‘

;5éa;@¥§ resarks would seen to indloate.
gﬁi&%ﬁl} following

sulative order

, sonstitute an essenti.

differ quite radical.

alisn a8 some of §

We will reserve for the imm section the dis-



toganrd hase to say in this
hought of St, Thomas. We hope

hat mist be re-

ppanyd refers to the De Anima for a statemsnt

i practioal intelleots, he sesms to mis-
ronds, for he says that en existing indivi.
that 1t 1#‘1MA%&1$ that the
the speculative. Does this mean that

-~ dual always heg s %elos or end and

1t end or telos? Here 1is how

then are @%g&@i@ of originating
M ‘ ' T and a%u i&az t l mim‘
b | %ﬁﬂwﬁiaﬁi (&% &iffﬁrﬁ fyom mind
3*%%%1&ﬁ§¥$ in the ohsrsoter of its end)...’J

tellect differs from the

end that the preotioal ine
specsulative, but they differ because

- -—mgwa %mt pw “fine
siderat, 'WW

resognize this difference, beocause as 5t,

Thomas tells us, it is the proper difference hetwesn the

The objoct of the intellest as suoh
spaculative rests as in its only



. would know truth so

intelleot

tom will also

speculative seeks to resolve what it nows

differ, for the

into 1%8 principlen; She preotliosl

mode iz oalled ocomposle.

tive end somslete in applying & foram to %ﬁ§%§?‘7? Wow, al-

knowledge of & non-operable
o Jeot in several ways.
pone and this

int himself with all the steps neces-

v 4 o ﬁf & Ford and yet never intend to
laoks to be sompletely

nd mode are both

s node of cohe

the intention of the knower are speculative,

¢ znd praoticel. The knowledge
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%@%&%&%ﬁ% k@@&ﬁ$@ its objeot is
but for the rest it is a
sonlative kno

may be called radioally

gpsoulative considerstion.

The sp or 4 nonw-oprerable

objest will be in no wise f@ﬁ%ﬁi@%&; for 1t snswers Lo none

of the oriteris for

pracsticity we heve used: object, mode
the nmower, %We oun allow

dontally effeo

¢t motion, se, for instance,
the considerstion of the irnmortelity of the soul.

Thus between the extremes of sis

sply speculsative knowledce

ledge, w have two types which are
saoundun aliguid preeticel.??

1d speculative and

otleal only as to 1ts objeot and le salled

The other iz prectiosl both as $o its
node of consideration, snd is practiocal
' ' hioh iz simply speculative
wording to the %§¥%@ &@gv§aa of

It 1s hardly »
lise entirely in %}
times well to stale the obviocus.

sasary to sey that Klerkegsard's interest

but it 18 sonow-

» reals of the practiosl,

In this oase, it helps us

soaard in 6 puch sore favorable

we thought them to be unlver-

"It suat alweys ve remembered
sphere objeotive thinking,



.merely thinking sbout what 18 to be done, will never acoom

plisgh bthe tesk,

tion from the sinply

have seen thuat there 1ls s grads
lve to the elmply

practical, and 1t would seam that

Heonll his niate.

) & , and thought moves nearer to
existence.B2 It i@ as this point thet Elerkegaard sesms to
ant of the abatract

rb waye with ue, apd we recsll his Judgn

| @&ﬁi@%ﬁﬁh

ract thought, he sald, slways preserves

a relatlion Lo %%§$%$§$@§§3‘ But Ar existenoe hers means

digtinotions

y make a fow

s responsible in an ecvhiocal menner for

3 ', . S v ;1‘ § .’
reard mosna

v aan be ordersad to

krnowledge whioh does . f;"'fﬁﬁy'rﬁlﬁﬁﬁ iﬁﬁ&l’

Lo &ﬁﬁ%ﬁéﬁgﬁi gf-fﬁ@ ?@fi&#%i#@ of Anwardness, 1s,

**é@ﬁ%ﬁﬁl;n viewed, noeldental knowledge: ite ﬁa»

rroee 8 a§§¢3v~~ 'fw»,~ ﬁ? iﬁﬁiffﬁr@mk* That

el Lo

¢¢; %#ﬁ?&ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬂﬁﬁi ldentity
tulets: jﬁﬂ%ﬁﬁ #h@u%h@

owledge ﬁ.rlfq né ﬂ»-~%-v
g%éﬁﬁﬁn Bat '*:au&ﬁﬁ'ﬁ?%% kﬁ@%ﬁ%ﬁ@@ hﬁﬁ ™ ralatzaaw
gﬁig to the knowsr, who 18 essentially an existing
&3?31%7«; and for this resson &1l essontial kﬁ@“ﬂ
ie ep i&i&g ?%1%@@% %ﬁ'@%iﬁﬁ@ﬂﬁ&s on

¢ % ;, * L ’5* ”&» A S5 5 " ’x* .. =




pragtioal to the point of denying that the apeculative ig

worthy of attention for ome who is reslly living, exlisting

» of inwardne

g8, ,~0hie tendency alligns

by with which he hag othere
his penchant of his thought

tlod, st least in scue points, to traditionsl

thought. is, after all, goplentis wiro; it isg the

i)

most lsportant intellec

tual virtus Just as sorsl goodnesgs is

man lif%wﬁ§ Compared with

the moet important obisctive of

this exd, all else is secondary

pgle o lectiver o 13ttle snd make thet which

important, the most lmportant sabeolutely.

bt it signifies that the

woones the zoay important
ard it 12 in terus of nlim ¢that the
Blerkegasrd'e division of knowledge

value

of thlngs 18 somputed.
is

serseinly close Yo €

e gort of oriterlon. Eleewhere, in

seasure of all things,

dilgcugsing the prinsiple that sen ls the

tand 1t *...4n the Hooretic sense

Wl messure, nelther more nor les:, "6

1a, but onoe spein only sfter dlsting:lshing.

One asould sscert th

Kierkegsard's gubjectiviem, whioh he himeelf oells acosnisnd?




owledge
notion to falth. When

the realm of natursl kr

ig muoh esgler to jJustily i
ther 1t is
he

wher he epplies the sane

denies that faith 15 anything more then a way of life,
positing of sotlioms, and that

peenlation about the trutis of falth 1s to sake thed une

ha Bxe no longer amerely (o dige

truthe, we must bring down ©

tinpulsh and reconclle, but to deny and gar%-ﬁﬁm§mﬁy," But

not discuss Klerkegsasrd's notl

we will

on of rellzlon until

;@ 5% o g .

Aw tremsitiom to the mext sonalderation, let us recall

 that Klerkegsard has noted the difference between abstract

thet with regurd %o this latter

the reals of the prastioal.

. rongideration of the prudential judg.

and the motion of practical truth, beginning with Thomistlo

ation to Klerkegeard, This will

dolon and preparation for thse Rlerk
hich we will then
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on %o the theory of ine

ush sconformity ocannot be
peculation is oonfined to

what 18 necesssury. ZThere is po epeculetive habltus concerned

. with the contingent us contingent.® As we have geen, the

‘*'agﬁ;iﬁ has ap 1tw objleot things

onoetitrates on the necessary which 1s saved even in contine

Since the prectiocal
ot things, 1% will be esld

intellect is concerned with oon.
$o be

rue guite differently
s intellect.
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3 prastioeal truth we fxaﬁ thet there are two

snd prudence.

% thing %o be made; 1t ia not the
: whiolh it would insure, but r
ab will result
1 dispositione of the

hig trunsitive sotivity.

maker are irrelevant, what
in thie art is like

speculative virtues, for it does noet matter whether the mathe

lan ig elated or depressad when

s demonstration is true.t hich is due to art
anformity with the end chosen by the

4 monster and draws o monster then

work well; prudenoce does
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nes appetitus.”® Ve have seen that

the dlspoeition of the asrtlist doe
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% governs human sollions
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58 been overlooked, igy ored or denied by
cusment the distinctlon ie thet bee

bvious snd ¢

There la
pruadence; to confuse
Nt purpose ie
sonfusion, hHut rather to point

solute oredentes,
v ﬁj&@"’

one whoe sebieribas to thie opinion.
ion ie that we are sble intellectuslly to exhaust

oty %&%ﬁﬁ@&%ﬁﬁ%ﬁg~$f-ﬁal~%$ﬁwm3  and 80 Judge that we nust do

and suoh & fashion, 4 true interpretation

that prudence is "right reason conosrning
eatifled
end.*ll The essentlal aifferer

seived ms within the limits of intelleot, but dependent om
namely right ap

of the ?@ﬁiﬁiﬁiﬁﬁ

haman aots wade fira by the p &Mam of & partioular

ae here is that prudenne is not

patite.,

pthing outside intelleot,

in within the intellect and is

ot rens
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5 om appetiits, can be seen when we consider that the

Wenos 1s %o command, There are three aots
\ husen sots, for firat we take oounsel,

and thirdly we comsand chis or that

stinguishes three minor virtues
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and lesves the 1&&&_&@@ to

ots involve no ﬁﬁ"&i’!‘& ty on

“%-;;.@@ipﬁra non &&ﬁ &ﬁ%@lli&i%ﬁlﬁ quin
s appetity, prasoiplt enlm guilibet
& preecipers sidi ipel in hule
W, Bon 68t nisl a reoto appetitu.ll

way that 1t does not study the

However, of the contingent s&s oone

3 48 No ﬁ%@%@iﬁ%gﬁﬁﬁgﬁﬁgﬁﬁa beosune bhe varisbility

.éy of the intellect-

1udes the gra
by
on the ilmperfection of the

be eaxpisined pgonoenteating elither on

ual fasculty. This oan

sperfestion of our intellest or

It i f@%%&i% respon that nelther moral

: por any other intelliectusl disaipline oan sttain oertealn

he ares of the partioular contingent,
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:hat ethies is sush an uncertain sclenoce,

, only when it would speak of things quite oloze to

but even when it enuncletes generalltles

1ld seen to cover & ceritaln ares with certitude,

Bt oun sermo moralium stlam in universalibus sit
incartus o% variabvlilis, adbue magle incertus eost

81 quis velit @l%@wigg desoenders tradendo dootrinam
de mlngulis i» speciall, Hoo exnis non csdit neque
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pire limites intellectus snd proceeds
r and schieves s certaln truth., The
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lven: singulars sre veriable and uncertain.
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shope of patural law,
rfeots us in this regeard is

- propeyr principles of moral solence
ommon prineiplesl8s which

are certaln becsuse of their very gemerality., Conolu.

from them are less genersl and scoordingly less
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r hunen sot &8 towserd @ limit, Thet 1t is & 1linit

which morsl ?§?? ce onnnot reach has already hﬁﬂﬁ.ﬁmffiﬁiﬁﬁbly

lsbored.

ing on to & consideration of the aot of

perheps be well to consider & rether sur-
which 18 extremely funds.

owag in this satter,i9

, % because 1t ls sustalned by an
ige 8O @rg%%w§§ﬁ§$~iﬁ%@#§§@%ﬁ? of the mipd of Bt. Thomas,
' ht of in
vo ways: in the first it includes prudence, and in

uggests thet soral solence oan be thouy

peculates oconoerning the

in ths first instence wmorel science 1is

Rl hecause 1t includes prudence: in the

speculative solence, and
not only natursl ethice is such but also morsl theology. John

| This rether bizerre stand ls oo~
pletely without support in the Thomlstio canon, We will cone

eider John's opin

lon in reversse order,

p@opting the untensable
practicel ¢cen lay oleim to the
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lack, 1% the intention of the @

aption, With the

lent directly to apply his

appearance

knowledge to of this intention,

nd we are lusedlstely in the

egard to his fiﬁﬁﬁlﬁﬁiﬁﬁ whioh was moral solenoe e
wdencs, his ervor iﬁ; if.ﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁlﬁn even less

-

‘he gulf whioh exista

poognizable s 8 Thow

ioe sud virtue bas already to sowe degree
Thowss, 1t would seen, is always quite

tue Gre entlpodsl.
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& practiosl mode. 0e makes use of the date of moral
golence by

""5%£%%i@ﬁi syllogis

from it as the f&?aﬁ premiss

zﬁagﬁgﬂyg‘& %%ﬁ%lﬁ@i%&
‘thenoe ite procedure depends on the

A tiom will show, Horal sclence

the 1lmite of intelleoct and yel ashlave

yolence 1s not prudence; prudence is not
morsl solence, The one osn exist without the other. It 1s to
be noted, howaver, that 1% ig of little use to the intelleot
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shree factors to be ooneldered,
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iirected. Art choose

ond toward whioch morsl virtues are

Lt would Mlﬁﬁﬂﬁ,
ined by nature, OQur

 speculative matter, not &
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oss not come under moral
cmmon principle of that

- principle in prectionl matters;

icne Af the end

moral virtues perfect this intention, DBesides
virtue thers is, of aourses, prudence.
reason, introduces a certalin disocurse
presisses 88 the principles of its conclusion.
patural law, as, e.g.,

The first is & proposition derived froum
e sought in passions and operf-
propesition s partioular, stafing that
4 ﬁf‘&ﬁvﬁ$¥§& §? doing this or

yther proposition whioch ooneludes,
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pxoroibie: it is an action, The
agaln if we think of the
ition, for thenm prudence

truth of the second proposib!
of the &

i%ﬁﬁ%*§‘$$§ﬁ$§§§ for it concerns & partioular end,
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and: gualis unupguisque est, talls finls &1 videtur, The
¢ have intellsotusl certijvde of what he should
whioh his sotion depends.

ronpas oalle the gltustion in whish

in the sscond
We will recall that 8%. ¥

' narrabill -} 2% 3¢ 18 & tale no ms
The infimity of posslbilities, the
ngular, the lack of certainty with re-
we o3 thess are what make aation
intellectually to the
pust act; and, ap Cajetan says, he who

» particular presliss on

n oan tell for

ﬁiff&ﬁﬁlﬁg We slmply sapnot sonform
flox in which we
would posit the perfection of the practioal intellect in
' puount this d1fficulty.25 In a word,
hiad to exhaugt the
marmey. Paredoxiocslly eé-

&1@&@@ alone sarnot @

 %&%&% have to be true) we could not,
efrain from sotion

&l oertitude that this were permissible, If
point geem to the read-

uneasiness which ig oure the

s Tor we would not

have intelleotu
this inslete
er, let him reoca

11 with the

srrors which even the very wise have made in this area,

Whatever our approsch, we forever oome beok to the Bane
tion ars simply not the same thing,

: “~'¢@§%if§'@$ with regerd to this action,

And yot this aotion muat be




th, for it derlves its certiiude not from
sabified sppetite. Our wills

but from r

pe alone,

. be detersmined o our true end A what we do 1g to be

And yet would it
reallity gﬁiﬁiﬁﬁﬁ:ﬁifgiﬁ? Prudence, we say, is de-

tite, and yeot the amoral virtues

ip this

pendent oo rectified appe

Portunately, thils
| Appetite 1s both of
which are direocted o the and.,

 be investigated by
wpetite with regard to the
102l truth; this rectitude
ge of thoge thinge whioh are for
nding toward the end, moral
and 18 the measure of the truth
“ 1 syllogism. With re-

ond premiss of the practiocs

hose things which are for the end, virtue depends
From the viewpoint of prudence,
en olearer, lence 18 verified by
end with regard to its partiou-

eon to be the second premiss. The
sob: first it is a Judg-
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ment of those thinge for the end and secondly the precept ap

o what isg Lo e

shogen,

and thus presuppose the sppetite’s intentlion of the end, but

1

virtue by conoluding whet lg to

they bestow the sean of nove

¥

dons here and now., Horal virtue then depends ov prudence
sard o eleotion, that is of those thinge which

o moral virtue in the

sungrences, snd also, but in a

'agﬁiﬁgiwuﬁz7

The foregoing enables us to see that knowledge is not the

» minde are simply not abls Lo

ta of asation,

grasp the meseriszl singular 3n o way that would moke this DoSe

sible, ' In the following ghapfer we will gee that thip 1is not

a listility of inmtellaectuallsy o2 such, but of our partlosular

mode of intsllectual knowledge. It has basn obzarved thas

Soorates' dlotum, lmowledgs 1s virtue, iz trae In arsatures
pozsessed of greater imtelleatual insight than we ars andowed

cWith, It 48 not becauss we have intelleotual knowledge that

& proxzisate norn of

wWe cannot have 8 golence whiah would be
sondust, bubt rather befauge we ape not intelleotual enough.

aes to show why, giver our mode of

Lth certalinty how to act and thus
o appetite for the truth of asction. But there

roerror whlcoh, although 1t is implicitly refuted in

seen to cell for more explicit treat-

what we have ﬁ%ﬁ%; would

ment, Thieg 1s the historioal Mdgment of action or, so to

ant of the truth of srn action by 1ts cutoonme,




. to light the fact that speculative error
ravtionl truth,
of fored by Kierkegsard, The

Let usg take the exampl

i who hag been set upon by thieves,

oud his consoience reproaches him and he

 to give succour %o the wretoh, Let us say that the
on delayed by & broker shoelace (contingency)

and that the men etlll lles in the gutter. The levite goes

enuine oheprity, and findg several flaaskse
bepgage. dAspuning thet the one he 86ls0U8 CODe

pate 4% to the parohed and dleeding lips of

inke iﬁgﬁlﬁﬁﬁﬁé,ﬁhﬁﬁﬁlﬁ'ﬁiﬁﬂg ?Th@
and the flask contalned
e levite feel impelled to & life-
ek oiliclo becsuse he hes poured a
san and therazby ocsused his death?
wlrtively. Hut thie was & praoticsl
Lo ﬁiéﬁﬁk@ the polison for weter, for
flesk usually held weter. The oriterion
, which guided 1t,28

of the truth of hie motion ig the

intentior

18 becauge his will was reotis

ted in a thoughtless manrer., But

what is the §ﬁ§§%§£%~$f:fi§§%h,? The nan hag erred, the oute

come sontradiots his intention and he ie s well-mezning fool,.
He is sondemmed in s terse parsgraph, &s Klerkegsard would say.

isunderstanding of praoctlioal
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?ﬁiﬁ'%ay that the 1@?3@@ is nobt gulliy;

aunot be held @ﬁiiﬁyﬁ Uid the truth of his

send on the conformlity Lo whet le; is speoulative

&y Wl toe e § g ﬁ@}? i % 541

of %?ﬁ%ﬁi%%i truth? No, speculative

. @%1@ Soog not sean

?ﬁ@%@%i&iﬁy %@@% %ﬁff&@% for ﬁﬁ%ii%

ﬁ%ﬁ% ouUe oan @iﬁk @ﬁ ?@ﬁii%?, ﬁ%%&fﬁ himgelfl hleg heert 18

The speculstive judgment must be

bub slao in relation to

1 relatlon to what is,

ne's intentlon e immedlstely suspect i he

The sp

pontlative Judgment conoere

- be referred to either of two norms,.

and thus 1t le Talse: %@w%&ta killer 1s not
ent this

ut, referred to the intention of the B

true. This 18 true ag well when

be praetiscally

judge of sll men a8 if they were good when guch & Judgment

is mot flatly contradicted by evideros which camrot be ignored;

%&é truth here is prectienl, for the mejority of men are not

4@%&; falsum Ludleliunm

. y non portinet ad omlun
}}%&%g %i@ﬁ@ ﬁﬁﬁ ad elue perfec-
™ —~aguﬁt&r@ VOrie

.

;8 to 1light a further difference betwesn prudence and

srt. The wuork of art must be goo

4 in 1teelf; if 1% ig not so

the aritio does mot say, "But Pablo trisd go hard to paint a

rond ploture, his intemtion wes irreproashable,® Ho, art is
wion of 1te work if 1% 1s to be Judged zood.
bhdng Indifferent to the




pters would seem to indloate that

oxisated this dooctrine on meny socores. and so he

e turn to a theme which beoame quite aentral

x4 %o say sbout the resls of the prasticsal, the
peion of the ethicel sbaclute, we will find

to an error Just ae grave as those

teleologloal suspe
that he has fallen in

eloguently. Thig consideration
will serve as the laet preparatory step into the theory of

2

rying to sschieve an sconomy of order An this first
' tudy of Klerkegsard, we are
sk of & temporary nisunderstanding

donymoue literature. From the

spoing Lt might be thought that K aurd wag in the
hablt of discussing phllosophicel probless in a resognisably
This ig for from being
been doing is & thorough 4lstor-
perasissible to disill the under-

the onse, This dose




only just to allude to the

tion of ebthlos as

© believe. To bring this out we must,
ge whioh narn only be aade

seure osrtaln thin

slesr later, but in so doing
our disorderiiness Yar cutwelgh ites liabilities.

boen made of Klerkegaard's

spheres: whioch iz to say, nen elther llve
The difference

theory of existence

in assthetic, ethical or religlous categories

' two gpheres 1ls the point of pregent ine

terest. It is not an abeclu Gelemar points outdl

is severally umderstood by Klerkegeard as &
mt in the religious life. In

~ing in the foregoing

that the ethlioal

the ethical as & sphere in itself, we will become aware that

of sthio

Rig notion

g s gquite far removed from that we have

sketohed as 5t. Thomas', Por Elerkegeard the ethlioal 18 but a

transltional sphere om the

‘way to the religious; 1t cannot be
omplets in itselfl becsuse it addresses 1tself to a task whioch
is impossible for i,

L8 point, Klerkegasrd seems to be

inferring

uacy of ethios from i1ts insbility to for-
_ kegaard opproses ethlos to
z that the former looks t0 & oouson good where-

ag the latter ig %%&@@#@gi§w@%% the good of the individual,

The exanple he takes i



nes de Silentlio, hierkegesrd tells us that

's temptation

question by Jod

pon to sasorifice his ﬁ&u@hﬁar, for what the

iigher view of the woral

sbraham, 36 Abrahem cannot
Aing the state

‘gﬁﬁk .

$ no, his motivation 1s somee.
moral , 37
- such out of love for hilmself as for love of

ien of & new ocategory to express the
ibraham, for nisg

deed entalls an opposition be-

pan from that whioh he
> whioh Abraham @8 every men

And morality is



that Abraham

will of God

But 1t is the
» asked to conslider the terrifying

oh involved., It iz the will of God that Abraham

disobey the will of God! If Abraham is suthorized in his

resolve to kise lssss this cannot be in virtue of any parti.

' sral, but in virtue of his quality of

omporte &1‘?3 une ﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁ#i@ﬁ

qut I &l Y
oY . o8t le %H@kﬁxﬁ ﬁﬂ

¢ & la mddiation, On ne peut pas plus axpll~
quer ';fﬁﬁﬁﬁ%:ii ? antre §7r‘ﬁiﬁﬁé§§ il y reste.
ﬁ% tel ﬁf%ﬁ%,%@ﬁ &@ @&a %?ﬁ%ﬁ%%ﬁﬁ, 11.§}aaﬁ Ega

i in other works of ths authorship.
probles arises 1t is questlion of an ethios

1 universal
s is
g inte guestion

dusle. But Klerkegas

the winds, or ocallin

omme tel encore divin.
¢ que tout devolr est au
**ﬂr’.f"; @@aa 81 1'on ne peut
, » plus, on 4it en néme temps qu'd
ot ,@%; 3& ﬁ’&i aucun devolr envers
devolr devient devolr guand 1) est rap“
sais dang le devolr lul-méme
rapport aveo D Clent ain
dlalasy son pro gmm: ﬁ&ﬁ‘@it‘* on M
‘fpaanf;_%@aaé &»#gaas sependan
ry ~1;;~%x§§§ pas &a.way@ert ﬁva@
proshain que 3*&1&&.&5
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It is by falth that we enter intc a personal relatiomship
| kegaard's notion of faith whioh
gt ﬁéﬁéglﬁﬁ% his notlion of the sthioal

gently oonocerned with

gamrd sees & temptation only

. man from his proper end, we aust begin

For in the ouse of Abrsham, we are
f Jn oonstitute the

to meke a tesptation are
something in doubt; (2) that
: and (3) that the tempter
nimeelf A7  When Uod is sald to tempt
f these oriteris whlch are

mtations Abrahee; prasceptuw enim
145, %@ﬁ@&%&ﬁ elus ﬁiaa%uri quis
atur guells saset Iin obedlientis

n manifestetionen Deus intende.

Jod's benefit, but
he Pather of falth,

sibility of natursl law, it 1s
nsl division of law into thet of
ond table. The first ie
ranioe direotly to od whereas




‘the law of the
tinotion is derived from the

ihe firet and
and whioch is Godg the second order s

i principal order is that of all

The first order ia the csuse of

Crea -

poted toward the first, the goodness of
oted without diminishing the goodness

centrate only on loving God?
sowards others, be dimchedient to
irmosent men, snd till be related
'-w@%.%ﬁ-$§$§~&‘§&?‘ﬁ%§% he ean be called good?
on possent esse nisi virtute divina, per

> im bus Anstitutus est. Siout ente
4 ' raculossn operationen

) ters, n ner mip
A0 LB 4lvy, g Ty ﬁ% id ¢ M netur et regle
pere Ew&i%&%ﬁ% ex ordine ad f&ﬁﬁ&‘ﬁlﬁiﬁﬁ& Bed -

“s*»\: ad rem illem, hebest bonmitatem, sube
_ ine gqul erat ad ren 11lem; unde ille
 sotus g@i est osoldere lmnoventiesn, vel wmﬁiauara
praslato, non potest esse bonus n&a hm@% fierl,
nisl suctordtuts vel ?&&%&&ﬁﬁ@ divine,5
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" murder to be somehow not

prdered to the common good) thig is the [lrst
God, as the divine
stural law in order that orea-

on of the leglelsator.

iver, has enunciated th ,
tures migh dered to Himself, since He is the ocomsun good

of all oreatures. The secondary

intention of the lawgiver is
sod virtue by means of whioh the soumon
s prececte of the flirst teble order to

¢ of the

good 18 attained.53
-- : seacnd table cone

rder of jJustice and virtue, Uince théze secondary
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this
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into peing.3® The faat that such

ward; indeed he sssumes that

lerkegaard
p unique, that all will hold




- L3N -
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