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PREFACE

Man's obligations as a social being have always been
of interést tb him. He has always wanted to ﬁnderstand the
Aproper reasons and justification for these obligations,
During the twentieth century there has been an increase in
this natural interest because of man's concern for self-ful-
fillment and for the 1ndividual rights, threatened or under-
mined by polibical domination. |

‘Therefore, relying on the presupposition that the com=
mon good of soclety is’greater in itself and greater for
each of us‘bhgn our own proper gbod, we are attempting in
this thesis to determine which‘of'these goods is to be
loved more, and wvhether socieﬁy or the self must be loved
more., '

Let us, hdwever; state briefly this doctrine of the
priority of the common good.l We distinguish the common
good of personé from their proper good. Thé latter is a
good which is proper to one pérsdn to the exelusion of
another, For instance, my eyes are mine, my toothbrush of
private use,. Now, the personal or private good of my own
is to another person an alien good so loﬁg as that good be-

longs to me., The house of my neighbor is to me an alien

1. Charles De Koninck, De la Primauté du Bien Commun
contre les personnallstes, Montreal, 1943, pp.8=19, 55,
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good. But a common good is the good of many persoms. It
is. nea ths godd of this person to the exclusiun of another
person-, but rather many share in the .same good., For in-
~ stance, peace in éociety which‘eonsists in the tranquillity
of ef@er;'qp a‘wiéq‘and practicable constitution, is a good
which éll the citizens enjoy. Even a home is a kind of come
mon gaod for all the members of the family. -, | |
' All cf which does not mean that common good is opposed
j. to proper good,v fhis can be shown_from thevexample of the.

’ geometer who_knows'that'the sum ofjthe'angles of any tri-
angia,ia eqﬁal to two right angles. To know this %s a good,
‘The knowlédgevéf this ﬁruth is proper to the person who
sknéwsvit, and proper to.any one person wﬁo sees it. But the
- truth known is not proper to. one person to the exclusion of
:rthe other persen; it is a truth which is possessed in com

’mqn, it is the same truth which isrknown-by this person and

by that, We may3note; in passing, that no material good
- ean be perfgctly posSeSéed in common. in thé.mahnér qf spir-
itual goods, nb‘mattervhow.much they may approach the latter,

Now, why‘is the common good of a given order better
‘than a p:oper one in the same order? Merely because it ex-
tends to more people? This could not be the prbper reason,
but only a sign of it. If the perfection of a society, its

common good, cannot be achieved by the single person, is it

1
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not because it 1s too lofty to be attained and possessed by
the individual? If, as the tyrant doas, he appropriated
the'commgn good as a proper one, would he not be unjust?
But, one might say, this.is not beeauae the goed,af
society is too great to be possessed by one, but because it
was actually achieied by cooperation of the many who, as a
consequance; have their right to share in it. Nevertheless
it is plain that the good Qf,ciyil spgiety/can no more be
possessed by the single person than it can be achieved, as
is seen from the fact that appropriﬁtion by the tyrant ims<
mediately destroys political society, On the other hand,
the good citizen wants this good to be possesseé'by the
many . St Augustlne and S8t. Thomas quote the words of v
Valerius Maximus on the early Roman citizens: they preferred
‘Tto be poor in a wealthy republic than to be rich in a poor
one.2 Now this is surely a sign. that the common good
should not be appropriated‘by the individual person because

it is superior to what the person can possess as a proper
‘ ,

good., |
And this leads us to a good whigh,'though not possessed

in common; cén still be a common good; Suppose only one per=

‘gon knew a certain truth in geometry, would this truth cease

to be a common good? Indeed it would if this truth could

2. E?; IIae’ q‘1+7. a.lo, Ce
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not possibly be known by another personj itrwould then be a
proper»gaed of this geometer, .But if this trﬁth is such
that, whether actually known by mamny or not, it can be at-
tained‘by many iﬁilby its very nature it cannot be exhausted
by one, then it also has the nature of common good., It is
in this sensé that the objective good of supernatural beati-
tude, God, as He is in Himself, is a common good. For, even
had He ereated and elevated only a single soul, this perfec-
vtion could never have been attained by that soul as a proper
good, for such appropriation could be true. only if there
existed between God and the soul a perfect cemmensurability
such as that of God to Himself. |
' Hence, when we say that with respect to his ultimate

'gdod the person never transcends the nature of part, we
}mean that whatever good the person can. attain to as a
proper good, this good could never have more than the nature
of part when compared to the divine good., It is because of
‘this that the‘person himself receives the denomination of
part. |

The subordinate problem concerning the order of our
loves for these goods requires first an analysis of‘love in
general and of the kinds of love, especially of diléction
or rational love, both as love of concupiscence and as love

of benevolence. The meaning of self-love will be determined
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by the definitions and classifications, as well as by the
nature of self in the term ﬁself*love;“ The meaning of
sééiaty. as used in this study, will also be defined in
order to. arrive at a gorrect notion regarding the kind of
love that we have for soeiety.

The chapter follewing these precisions will presenb
.some principles according to which we can decide whether
self or society is more to be loved. The order of the love
of benevwlenee as aecepted in the ArlstoteliannThomistic |
tradition 13 an essential part of the background,for the
problem, |

~ In the third chapter an attempt is made to solve the
problem regarding the place of society in our love by cone
;sidering the natural love of the part for the whole.

In Chapter Four thé good'of the ihdividual and the
'good of humanity are seen from God's viewpoint insofar as
the creature may presume to know it. This assumption of a
Divine viewpoint is without the sacrifice ofvébjectivity
.sinee things really are the way God sees them, and unlesé
they could be seen as He sees them; they could not be

quite seen as they are.3

3. 1Ia, q.lh, a.8, ad 3; a.13, c. and ad 3; a.lh, c.; a.lb,
ad 23 q.16, a.5, c.




"vu
This is followsd by a study of conflicting or apparente

1y conflicting opinions, bearing diréct'ly‘ or indirectly

upon the questio'n“ef man's relationship with scciety,

| The final chapter is a smnmary and co—-ordination of

the conclusions reached, with the 1ntention of understand-

ing the proper attitude of each individual toward himself

and society. |
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CHAPTER I = /

ANALYSIS OF TERMS

Before ﬁc gan compare our love for self with our love
for society, we must see what love is and what kind of love
we have for each of these two objects, '

There have been many descriptive definitions of ldve,
such as "a unitive force,”l “eémplacency in gobd,"2 "prin-
¢iple of movement toward the goodg"B”and’"affectiﬁejunion;“h”
’Whiie these definitions do not tell us essentially what love
‘ig in all its latitude..they'do‘bring out'some aspacts in
harmony with the_nation of love as a tendency or ineiinationv
toward the good.5 .

Love is both a generic and a specific term. As a ge=

neric term, it embraces, in its widest extension, natural

l, Saint Thomas Aquinas, In III Sententiarum, d, 27, q.l,
a.l, ad 2; Ia IIae, q.26 2.2, ad

4

2.
3.
k. ;5 Ilae, q.28, a.l, ad 2.

5. 1la, q.60, a.l, C.: "But it is common to every nature
to have some inelination; and this is its natural appetite
or love," Ibid., 2.2, c.

a IIae, q.26 a.l, €.
IIae,,q.Zé, a.2, ad 1,

'(&* l




love, sense love, and rational love,6 Human love includes

the love which is a passion, dilection, ¢harity, and friend-
ahip,? There is alse a divisionvéf-love into. love of concu-
plscence and love of benevolencé%S That theaé divisions do
pot exclude one another will be evident,

The first,diyision includes natural ;cve; sense love,
and rational leve, By "natural-love" we here mean simply
| the inclination which is found even in non-senﬁienﬁ heings
toward a goal of which they have no cognitien,}as when a
tree tends toward nourishment,9 When Saint Thomas distine
guishes'between the natural love of man's last end and the

love of choice which follows this, natufal is used in a -

similar sense, inasmuch as his love may be either an inclina=

tion of the will as a nature, or of the will as free.lo

6o Ia 60 a. 1, ¢.! "This inclination is found to exist
differently in different natures; but in each according to
its mode. Consequently in the intellectual nature there is
to be found a natural inclination coming from the willj in
the sensitive nature, according to the sensitive appetite'
but in a nature devoid of knowledge, only according to the
tgngency of the nature to something." Ia Ilae, q.28, 8.6,

a ] ! .

7. Ia IIae, q.26 a.3, e,
8, Ia, q.60, 2.3, c.; Ia Ilae, q,26 a.h. Co

9. Contra Gentes IV, c.19; Ia, q.60, a.3, ¢; Ia Ilae, q.26,
a‘.l ’- cQ

10. Ia, a.60, a.2, c.




The good tended toward in sense love is related essen-

tially to the appetite of the seﬁs&awhereasiin rational |

‘love, the gaodnass ef the objaeb, whether material or spire

-itual, is also parceived in its praper fermality as goad

by the intellect of man.l;

This divisian into natural, sense, and rational love,

 is made from the viewpoint of knowledgs, and its members '

'_are not all really distinct from those of the next group:

\ .

love, dilection, and charlty. Love, in this classification,

"is the passion common to all sentient beings; however, the
12

term is extended to ap?ly also to dilection‘and.charityg

‘ _Dilect.iOn is lofe with free judgment and choice, an act of

the will, tdentified in man with the rational ehoice of

the foregoing diviaien.l? charity, etymologioally indieat-'

ing an evaluation af its object as precious (*earum®), L
is a love for the sake of the love of God,_caused by
Divine grace, and differing also from dilection because

charity adds quickness and joy, and because the rational

-1l Ia IIae. q.zlk. a l. c., q.27, 8e 2, CO-

12, In III Sent., d.27, 4.2, a.l, n.lOé-n.108 Ia IIae,
q.26, a, 3, Ce} .3 ad l; ad 3, _

13. 1la IIae, q.26, a, 3, Ce

- 1k, Ia Ilase, 9.26, a.3, e.; John of St, Thomas, Cursuu'

Theologicus, Vivés ed., T. VI, (In Iam IIae, G.26-q.
PP.205 Z==30e, ’ ’ ? |

. i
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choice made in natural dilection may be of.a good that is
only'apparent,ls More fundamentally still, charity in man
differs from ;ileotién_becanse charity 1s a partiaipation
in the Divine charity'infused into the hearts of men, who
are thereby inélinad to the end appointed by God, whereas
in dilection we choose the object of our love.16
Human love may also be divided into love of friendship
7 ofbenevolence an@"loygﬂpf cqncupiscence.‘ The former is
the léve‘by which I wish a person well; thé lattérriéﬂthéirr
desire for whatever contributes to that person's wéll»being,l7'
Love of benevolence is love in a more essentiai sense than
love of coneupiseence.l8 The latte} may nevertheless be
directed toward a person as well aé toward inanimate ob jects,

as when a man loves another man because the latter contri-

15, Saint Thomas Aquinas, §.D. de Caritate, q.l, &4, C.}
;_é IIae,'q.l?, a.l, ad 2; q.109’ a.’}, ad ;.o '

16, Ia, q.23, a.k, c.j 1Ia Ilas, q.23, a.2, ¢. and ad'l;
Qe2k, 8.2, Cej ad 1; ad 2, |

17, Ia, 9.60, 8.3, c.t ®3ince the object of love is good,
and good is to be found both in substance and in aceident,
as is clear from Ethiec. I, 6, a thing may be loved in two
ways; first of all as a subsisting good; and secondly as an
accidental or inherent good. That is loved as a subsisting
good, ‘which is so loved that we wish well to it., But that
which we wish unto another, is loved as an accidental or
inherent good: thus knowledge is loved, not that any good
may come to it but that it may be possessed. This kind of
love has been called by the name of concupiscence, while the
first is called friendship.,” la llae, q.zg, Belty Coj Qe28,
ae.l, Ce

18, Ia Ilae, q.26, a.k, c.

. .



| which must existuinvlove.

5

butps‘toﬂhig plaasure or‘profit.lg Since this deairo.tor}

pesseésion,.thia love of coneupiscence, is always for the

sake of some rational creatu;e; iv ia'cleér that it is pree

ceded by love of benevolence., Benevolence, therefore, is

‘the-first:act Qﬁfény_;qve. However, benevolenceaié nnﬁ‘

wholly identical with love of benevglencé, since it may be
‘but a passing act of the will, without connoting the union

20 -

Self-le#e may.bé found in every kind of love we have
so far referred to., Saint Thomas, however, following
Aristotle, points out that self-love, in its most proper
sense, 1s a love of one's nobler self, hence a ratioual

love; while the spontaneous love of self which fesults in

the desire for one's external and physical comfort, a sense

love, though more common among men, is not love of the true

19, Ia Ilse, q.26, a.k, ad 3.

20.\ Ila IIae,.q.27; 8.2, Co? %But the iove which is in the

intelTective appetite also differs from goodwill, because
it denotes a certain union of affections between the lover

and the beloved, in as much as the lover deems the beloved
as somewhat united to him, or belonging to him, and so tends
toward him, On the other hand, goodwill is a simple act of

the will, whereby we wish a person well, even without pre-
supposing the aforesaid union of the affections with him,"

Ibid., ad 1; ad 2.
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1 Neither & rational love for self nor a sense love

aelf.2
for self is necessarily opposed to a natural self&lové.
Likewisa;_self~;ove,may be a love of passien, of dileeu
tion; and of charity.l The first; a8 we have seen,'isAidenu
tical with sense lovej the seeend; with rational love} and
charity; too;'whése proper object is God; extends to the

self, a rational creature ordained to union with God.zz’

~ The love we call friendship supposes a mutual relation- =

ship between persons, a love which must, strietly speaking,
be distinguished from self-love., It remains true, however,
as Aristotle and Saint Thomas point out, that self-love is

nevertheless the archetype, as it were, of friendship.ZB_

21, Ia Ilae, q.29, a.4, c.: "And it happens that some men
account themselves as being principally that which they are
in their material and sensitive nature: therefore they love
themselves according to what they take themselves to be,
while they hate that which they really are, by desiring what
is contrary te reason," In IX Ethicorum,.ieet.B, n.1864:
“"The goods which many men desire--money, 8tc., pertain te
the irrational part of the soul, the passions, and so those
who desire them inordinately, love the irrational part of
,f)hemselves.“ I_l! ;__I_;_ Sento. d028. QQl, 806, ad 50;

22, IIa Ilae, g.25, a.h4, ¢.: "Secondly, we may speak of
charity in respect of its specific nature, namely as denote
ing man's friendship with God in the first place, and, c¢on-

sequently, with the things of God, among which things is man

himself who has charity. Hence, among these other thiggs
which he loves out of charity because they pertain to “od,-
he loves also himself out of charity," In III Sent., d.28,
q.l, a.6; De Carit., g.l, a.4, ad 2, ’

23, IIa IIae, Q.25, @k, C.; In III Sent., d.28, q.l, a.6;
Aristotle, Ethica Nichomachea 1X, Oxford ed., 1925, chape4,
1166a; In IX Ethicorum, lect.L, n.1812,

i
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vaiously, love of self is a love ‘of benevolence agcon=-
panied, as is all love of benevclence, 2h by a love of con
eupisqenca, that is,by a desire for those things which
cqnﬁtibu#e to our well~being,

- Since thé;sqlidlaye we intend to compare with love of
~soclety 1s the one we have called true self—lave; it is &
| f&ﬁional éﬁ intellectual love; though it does not exclude
natural and sense love; it is a diiectiqn;,, a prototype of
vfriendship, and capable of elevation to charity. |

Qur next concern is to discover what kind of being
soeiety is, in order that we may See whether love for it is
,pcssible, and if so, what kind of love that is,

Soclety may be defined as an assoclation of indlviduals
for a common purpose, 5_ The purpose for which thesa individ-
uals associate must be a truly common one, if the associa-
tion is to be a society, properly so called, If many indi~

" viduals join together in order to more effectively attain

24 In God's love alone there is no composition of love of
- benevolence and of concupiscence, His love is immanent and
simple, inasmuch as the good toward which He inclines is
His own essence, -In our love for Geod, to Whom we can wish
no additional intrinsic good, there is love of concupiscence
in the sense that there is complacency in the good which He
is Himself, and a desire for secondary goods of honor, etc.
(Ia, q.20, a.l, ad 3; J., of St., Thomas, Curs. theol.," '
Solesmes ed., T. 11T, In Iam, q.20-q.21, disp.26, @.1, nn,11,

12,13, pp.284, 285,)
25, Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary, p.803.




their own private.ends'by mutual help; as when‘neighb9ra
assist each other in harvesting or in building, such a
Junctura eannot be nalled a society. If they are collabo-
rating, not for'a good,that is really common, but that each
in turn may gaim the assistance of the ethers,_the good

achieved is in each gase a private ane.26

Father Gredt says that some modern masters of juris-
_prudenee call society, this ®"moral®. person, a real being,r.
others, pure fiction, He himself inclines to the opinion
that formally society is an gns rationis with a foundation
in reality, but that its material parts are real, 27 This
misconception on the part of Father Gredt arises from the
opinion that every real being must of necessity be in a

predicament, an uhum per se.

‘One modern author speaks of societies as being imper-

sonal and ontologically inferior to human beings, since the

latter are real substances, to whoi alone we can attribute

such values as generosity, etc.zs On the other hand, an

26. Charles De Koninck, Le service social dans la com-
munaute politique, ppeky 5.

27. Josepho Gredt, Elementa Philosoghiae Aristotelico-
Thomisticae, Friburg, Brisgoviae, Herder and Co., 1937,

Vol.Il, p. L12,.

28. Dietrich von Hildebrand, "World Crisis and Human Pere
sonality," Thought, Vol.16, (1941), p.4bl.

s
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»editorialAin_éhg gatholic Wogldilgmeﬁts,that institutions

must nowadays be bolstered up by personsg, and insists that

"{mpersonal® is not syﬁenymoua'witﬁ ﬁlirgless"‘or "abstract,"
and that "there are.antities.other’thanvpersans which are

living and'eaneréﬁé.*zs ' Another modern studeat of this prohﬂ
lem admits that societies are not abstract and separated |

from the individﬁalg who'compése them;go

-These contrary theses seem to have warm adherents and - -

opponeﬁts. An article in a collection published for the six~

hundredth anniversary of the cannonization of Saint Thomas
quotes one author as calling society a “pure fiction," and

a Paris sociological publication as maintaining on the con-
trary that society is a real béing; as superior to the indi~
. viduals as organic cells ére to the~dhemicalyalements which
composé them, The writer of the article himself steers a
'middle course., He insists that beings are more perfect as
they are more perfectly one, and that sincé it is only |
unity of order which,constitutes the SOciﬁl being, it is éﬁ

imperfect being.' He concedes, however, that our 1nébility

29, Gustave Thibon, "Nova et Vetera--?rimacy of the Person,
Catholic World, Vol 165, (July, 1947), p.365.

30. H. E,. Langan, The. Philosophy of Persconalism and Its

Educational Applications, a dissertation, Gatholic University
of America, T835, Do 5lee 4 .

oyt et '
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to form an image which corresponds to spciety is no suffie
cient reason for denying ita existence as a real "moral

N Whila weAcgn.agrae with the above author that en unum
- per gg.isymoré'ﬁérfectly'a'being, wglcannet agree bhatﬁit‘
is neqessarily.a’more perfect being. A'created substance
.is not eglled good except by the accidental good which per-
fects 1t.>? Any devil, in his absolute being, is more

| perfectly one than any human saint in heaven.

We can concede to these adveréaries of the reality of
society that it is. a moral whole posseséing unity in operae
tion rather than unity\of being; that it is composed of
subsisting rational beings who preserve their integrity.in

31. }Et. Huéueny, "L'Etat et L'Individu," Mélanges Thomistes,
Le Saulcholr, Kain, Belgique, 1923, p.34l=p.3kL8.

32, Ia, 9.6, a.3, ad 1: "One does not include the idea of
perfection, but only of indIvieion, which belongs to every-
thing according te its own essence, Now the essences of -
simple things are undivided both actually and potentially,
but the essences of compound things are undivided only &ace
tually; and therefore everything must be one essentially,
but not goéod essentially, as was shown above,”" 112, q.0, -
a.3; ad 3; Ia Ilae, q:l18, a.k, c¢.; Q.D. de-Veritate, q.2l,
a.5, c. and Q.22, @.1, ad 7; C. De Koninck, Eg Zg Primaute
du Bien Commun, q.56; Karl Kreilkamp, The Metaph sical Founda-
tions of Thomistic Jurisprudence, thesis, Catholic University
of America, washington, D.C., 1939, p.75: "Besides the unity
of parts and powers of an individuval=--the undividedness of
a substantial entity--~therse is the unity that organizes these
separate existents into a higher (if not substantial) whole,

the unity of order."
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that union, and that its subsistence and specific operations
’are.ngt geparable from those of ité members, ane"of_these
-facts, however, make society inferior to the substantial
wholes which compose it, | | o |

- Modern wriuars hav§'peinted out three typical miatakeé
that have been made in our notion of society: that of con-
sidering it as & mere collection of individuals,33 that of
thinising-- of it as a unit apart ,froxé,,and foreign to its mem-
v.bers,3b and‘that_of identifying it with anyaparticular |
form of political organizapion.ss - | }

Though the intrinsie fofmality which specifies society

is a unity of order which involves relationship, soclety is

not a mere relationship existing among}human beings, Neither

is socliety a mere aggfagate of persons; rather, it is a
whole, unified in virtue of some one good, the good being

a real good of real persons.

33, Sister Mary Joan of Arc Wolfe, "Social and Moral
Relevants of Psychological and Philosophical Concepts of
Personality and Individuality," New Scholasticism, Vol,18,

(October, 194k), pe373, _‘ _
34, Charles De Koninck, De la Primauté du Bien Commun,
Ppeého 68,

35. Ibid.,'p.75} Louis J. A, Mercier, "Primacy of God's
Order," New Scholastieism, Vol,20, (April, 1946), p.162,
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RealiﬁyAis not to be confused with substanbiality,
'Accidents too are real, and there are relationships which
are real, not %o speak of artifacts, which are not, as such,
in a predicament. Society cannot be simply an ens rationis;
its constituent parts are real human beings, and the relae
tionships which make societies formally distinct from the
mere aggregaﬁe;pf.human beingslare real'relat;onships, real
~ends, real lees;hreal‘racial affinities;,etc.,,”,w

.Socliety is a reality, for surely an ammy marching into
enemy territory is real as an army. None who have heard the
tramp of invading'faet, or who have seen the devastation
left in the wake of hostile forces, attribute these effects
either to so many thousand individﬁals acting separately or-
to an abstract bond which unites them. Whateve:;the type
of unity in the society here cehsidered; the affectsAproducea
are the effects produced by the whole, which has purposes
and functions apart from those of its members considered
individually and separately, and theseleffeéts'are certainly
effects of a réal‘order.l o o

The physical reality of society is an impbrtaht ¢on~-
sideration in defining love of sobiety. One cannot loveé an
ens rationis, especially in the sense of wishing well to it,
and there is no doubt that love of benevolence for societies

is possible. Experience confirms this statement. One has
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only to think, among a'multitude of examples, of a religious
or&er with a strong "esprit de corps" to be convinced that
the love of benevolence felt by its members;is directed ﬁo;
ward the soclety, and not alene toward the members'composing ‘
it and considered separately.. Actually they are considered
not only for their own individual gopds; but théy,are also
viewed as concerned with the.good which is the society's

, principle of unity., = .

This love of society is a rational love, a dilection.'
Though we have insisted that soclety is a concrete,reality,
Aeomposed of rational beings, and therefore capable of being
loved with a love of benevolence, it is not, as such, a
sensible'reality, and so does not necessafily comport the
emotionaihappeal which would cause the love that is a pas-
sion, | | | |
| Moreover, friendship‘requires a certain equality betweeﬁ.
lover and beloved, and this would preclude our speaking of

a friendship for society.36

We conclude then that love of self and love of society
"must first be compared on the ratlonal'level. Consideration

will be given in a later chapter to the charity that lifts

36, lla Ilae q.25 a.3 c.; Aristotle Ethics VIII, chap.3
1156 B3 VIIT, chap.b, 1158 a. P ’ ’
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both these loves o theusupe:paturai‘plane.' »
" 'Sinee love 18 an appetite'fdr‘ﬁha'gdbd; it is necessary
tq.make the following distinctions of the good in order to
fix precisely what is the bbjact'of our love in self-love
and in the love for society, There is first the transcen-
dental good which is convertible with baihg, the good that
every being is merely because 1t 1s.57 Thenrtheré is the

~ good which divides being. In regard to this good, Saint

Thomas says that a being is not called an absolute good
simply by reason of its absolute being, for a person may be

truly a person without being a good person. To be good in

this sense, a being must be perfected By reason of its proper

ordination to its end and by reason of the superadded acci-
‘dental determinations which make it geod absolutely.38 A
finite being is hot necessarily as it shouldvbe. S0 long
as Socrates 18 not a virtuous man; he is not a good man, he
is not as he should be. Now the question arises: who ié

the sélf'tha€~Socrates naturally loves and must love? Is

37. Ia, Q.5, a.l, ¢, N
38. »42. De Verit., q-zl’ 305’ Cey q.22, .a.l, ad 7: ”o e o

Secundum esse substantiale non dicitur aliquid bonum simpli-
citer et absolute, nisi superaddantur perfectiones aliae
debitae; . . «"; Ia, q.6, a.3, ad 3: "The goodness of a
creature is not its very essence, but something superadded; .
it is either its existence, or some added perfection, or

the order to its end." 1Ia IIae, g.58, a.2, c.
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it a selt which prescinds from its being as it should be?
And the same may be asked of society? And 1t seems that
the answer must be in the affirmative, inasmuch as we seem
already to 1ov¢ S9c;aﬁes when we wish him well; How could -
we love ihe'commpﬁ good for soclety, if we did not already

, love society? In other words, there seems to be a good in

the person, whether physical or moral} which is loved prior

o his being good absolutely, and this prior good is guite

inalienable.
Nevertheless, the self we love does not mean the self

considered as good merely in the first sense of good, trane
scendental good. No person can be loved just for the good
that he is by reason of his absolute being. Even a devil
is good in this sense, No person confirmmed in evil dan\be
the proper object of an ordinaté 1ove;39 If the sinful man
ié to bé loved, it is not because he reﬁains fundamentally
good in an absolute.way,_but merely beeause'of the good of

which he remains capable.ho In other words, the absolute

39. 1la Ilse, q.25, a.ll, c. and ad 2,

L0, IIa Ilae, g.25, a.6, c.: "According to his nature,
which he has from God, he has a capacity for happiness on
the fellowship of which charity is based. . « .Wherefore.

we ought to love sinners out of charity, in respect of their
nature. . » oFor it is our duty to hate in the sinner his
being a sinner, and to love in him, his being a man capable
of bliss; and this is to love him truly, out of charity, for

God's sake.®
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goodﬂis'alwaya*theAreason vhy a'persén.is lovable, and why
we wish him geed. -
| Self-lova rerera, then, to a love for that self which
is or may be an absolute ‘good by reason of cerbain added
perfections, This does not ‘mean that we can love ourselves
only if we are morally good. Yet self-love can be good
only inasmuch as, even in sin, one loves the self as cépabie
-~ of the absolute goods - R L

These same distinctions apply equally to our love for
society. That soclety is a being does not conStitute the
good for whieh we love it. A soclety may'be more or less
perfect, and our love varies accordingly, because we first
love that good which perfects soclety and makes it to be
good absdlutely.. Although the common good of society, inas-
‘much as it is wished to soclety, does take on.the formality
of a concupiscible good, it is nevertheless, at the same |
‘time, that by reason of which soclety is a good society,
“either actually or potentially. '

Another difficulty concerning the nature of good may.
possibly ariéeAfromAthe”definition of love as a tendency
toward the good. To call a belng good becauss it is appe-
tible may make it seem that the goodness of an.quect con-l
sists in the actual relationship to an appetite, It is not

the same thing, however, to say that it is being good which
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makes an cbjeet lcvable, and that it is being loved which
- makes an cbject good' The goodness is_phe foundation for
~ the appetibility,-and an intrinsie goad;.it is not merely
a relationship of suitability for another.“l In other
words, lest we fall into a relativist conception of gaod,
we must p01nt out that the order men have followed in the
love of self and of soclety is not necessarily the proper
order of ‘the good of ea¢ch, .
| Since love is an inclination toward a good, the prine
cipal act of which is benevolence, and since the love with
which we are concerned begins on the rational level, it
follows that there are three aspects from which to consider
love in any comparison. Briefly, we may consider the love

itself, or a knowledge of the good which is its object, or

the good which is wished for that object, In the following

_ chapter we shall first see whether the objectively more
perfect good must be loved more, We shall also study the
'different ways in which love may be said to be greater or

less, and the reasons for this diversity.

41, J. of St. Thomas Curs, theol. Solesmes ed., T,I,
disp.6, a.1, nn.12, 14, 27 3I, pp.520-526, (In Iam, q.5-
q.6?; Cursus Ehilosoghicus, Reiser ed., T, II “Phil, Nat. I,
g.l13, a.l, Pel7L, ,




- GHAPTER II
PRELIMINARY PRINCIPLES

From a definition of terms we proceed to a study of
what must be known about the love of benevolence in order
to decide whether we must love ourselves or soeiety more,

It is clear that 1ove of benevolence is not Jjust the

esteem of virtue.l Fcr example, if a person has twe friendS»

whom he loves with the love of benevolence, there is in each

of his friends some quality which accounts for the origin of_-

his love. Let us suppose thet it is on account of their
generosity that he loves them., Obviously, the generdsity
itself is not the object of his love; it is'the\men whom he

_esteems because of this virtue who are thevobjeets'of his

love.

This love is likewise no more to be identified with

its effect (benevolence) than it is with its cause (es-

'teem)z. Love is a tendency, an attraction, a "pondus.,”

Still since benevolence 1ls the first act of love and'the'

act by which love chiefly manifests itself, we can judge

1. Ia IIae, Gel7, a.z, c. and ad 2. ,

2. Ila Ilae, q.27, a. 2, ¢.; ad 1; ad 2; In IX Eth.,
lect 5, oIg220
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the greatnésé of our love by the benevo;ence ;n which it
issues.3 At firét glapca’it would seem, then, that if man
is reasonable in his love, his bensvolence is greater for
the man whose virtue is greater,

Before we can decide whether or not this is the case,
we mﬁst first see that there are twé ways in which the act
of benevolence itéelf may be gréatér or less.h It may be
,divided,according,tb'theﬁperfectionwéf,the”ggpdﬁwished,or,,
according to the intensity with which it ishwished. If we
consider the example of the two friends who are loved be=-
cause of their generosity, we see not only that we may wish
a greater good for ocne than foi the other, but that, even
when the same good is wished for both, e.g., health or suc-

cess, it is willed more intensely for one than for the other,

3, Ila Ilae, q.27, a.2, ad 1: "The Philosopher, by thus
defining to love {[viz. to wish a person welll, does not
describe it fully, but mentions only that part of its defini-
‘tion in which the act of love is chiefly manifested,®

Le I3, q.20, a.,3, ¢.: "Since to love a thing is to will it
good, in a twofold way anything may be loved more, or less.
In one way on the part of the act of the will itself, which
is more or less intense. . . .In another way on the part of
the good itself that a person wills for the beloved. In
this way we are said to love that one more than another,

for whom we will a greater good, though our will is not more
intense.," Ila IIae, q.26, a.6, ad 1; Contra Gentes, I,

c.91.
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The general principle is that the perfection of the
-good‘wishéd3is'méasured by the goodness of the person we
love, while the intensity of our benevolence dapend‘a upon
his gearness to us.5~ The picture is seldom so neat as
this, however., Not.only is there a distinétion betvween
knowledge of gcodfand_lqve for the good, -but experience .
also shows a divergence, We may not only love the less gen-
-erous friendwith.amareintensebenévolence;but we Some=. .
times wishlfer'him 8 greater good. Now this discrepancy
between knowiedge of a perspn's,virtae and our benevolence
toward him must be rat;onalliJa¢ecunted for if we are to .
speak of rational love. There must be someljustifigation
in reason wheh we have'a greater'rationél_love of benevolence

for anlinferior-gobd.6

5. I1Ia IIlae, q.26, a.,7; c¢.: "Accordingly love takes its
species from its object, but its intensity is due to the
lover, Now the object of charity's love is God, and man is
" the lover, Therefore the specific diversity of the love
which is in accordance with charity, as regards the love of
our neighbor, depends on his relation to God, + « » « On
the other hand, the intensity of love is measured with re-
gard to the man who loves, and accordingly man loves those
who are more closely united to him, with more intense affec-
tion as to the good he wishes for them, than he loves those
who are better as to the greater good he wishes for them,"

;E;_I-_I' Sent,, dosl,' sz, a.3’ .n01350

6. J, of Ste Thomas, Curs. theol., Vivés ed., T.V (In Iam
Ilae, q.l13) disp.6, a.2, n.9; p.559: "Sit ergo unica conclusio:
simpliciter, et absolute potest voluntas eligere minus bonum,
aut aequale; sed ad hoc necessario requiritur, quod concurrat
novum motivum, vel judicium, aut propositio intellectus, ita
ut magis emineat aliqua ratio, vel motivum ut moveat ad unum
PPae -8k do et -

o
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The nature o: love itself. which consists in union, \
does not demand that the objective.goodgess‘of a being_mnst
be the same as its goadness for us, It is quite possib;e
to find a reasonable explanation in persohal experience,
kinship, ete., for this difference, Perhaps we have been ]
personally the recipienﬁ of the kindness of the less gener-
ous friend. For the present it is merely requisite to see
_ that a rational love must have a rational cause., - - .
The expression, "rational love," at least in a broad
sense, may also be used when our love cannbt-be 50 reason-
éﬁly accounted for. It is so defined simply Secause the
knowledge of the good as an end arises in human reason.- It
need not be directed by~right reason, for rational love may
have as its opposites either nonnratibnalef irrational;
For exaﬁple, the love of moral power is always rational in
the sense that such a power is4nét a sensible good, but the
love of that power might easily.be irrational in the manner
of loving, Our concern in this thesis will be'with rational
love in the strict‘sense, a love which has its causevin
right feason,’becauée of the very nature of the objects
compared; namely self and society, It'ié difficult_to see
that either society or the true self could be loved in the

irrational manner just referred to.
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| ~Man tends in love toward the good, real or apparent,
Before we can apply the preceding distinetions to the love
of‘self-and the love of;society; we must first see whether
or no there is a determined objective order of goodness,
 Of fundamental importance is the fact that God is at
least implieitly always the primary object of our 1ove,7 for
not only 1s God at the apex of ali good} He is the source

of all good. No being except God is good by his own es- . |

sence’.8 The fact that goodness is defined as perfection.
‘which is desirable indicates that it has the aspect of an
end,”  This makes it clear that the objecfive order of the
goodness of cregtures is due, in the last‘analysis, to their

relationship to the final end.

7. Ia Ilae, g.2, a.8, ¢.: "Hence it is evident that naught .
can 1ull man's will save the universal good. This is to be
found, not in any creature, but in God alone; because every
crgature;hgg goodness by participation.," I1la IIae, q.26,

8¢Jy Co : ‘

. God is the primary object of our love even from a point

of view that does not especially concern us here, that of
the love of concupiscence, for man's happiness is attained
by the possession of God., (Ia, .60, a.5, c.)

8. Ia, q.6, a.3, c.; ad 2; ad 3,

9.  Ia, 0,5, 8.1, Cej acky; coj Ia Ilze, q.18, a.k, c.; 1la
IIae’ qolé, aol,’c.;’q023: 3.75.(3.; ____ﬁe ,Veri,t_OQ q.zl’ ;"'i‘
Cej ad 1; ad 4: ", . .Sed finem consequitur res secundum
totum esse suum, et in hoc consistebat ratio boni."
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The ultimate extrinsic good by which every creature is
perfected is-God,m Who is direeted to no other being &s an

end and Who is Himself the final énd of all e¢reatures. How=

ever, the intrinsis good of the eﬁeaﬁures imitates the per=
‘feetion of that end in varying degrees. Lest we be inclined
to think that, if the creature is not good by its own es-

senge, it cannetfreally'be loved, we must remember that the

-_goodness of the creature, communicated to it by God, is

intrinsic to it, and because of this, the creature itself is
IOVable. if the created good can havé %he.nature of final:
causé, it derives its attractive power from the gqedness of
God, énd is a reflection of that goodness. This does not
prevent the creature's good from be%ng inherent and fromvbe—

ing sought simply and formally for the good that it itself
-is.ll ' '

10, Ia, 4.6, a.3; c.; a.k, c.; Ia I1lae, q.1, a.8, c.; Ds
Verit., 9.21, a.4, ad 2: "Ergo creatura non denominatur
bona ab aliqua formali bonitate in ipsa existente, sed ipsa

bonitate divina,"

11, Ia, q.6, a.4y ¢.: "Everything is therefore called good
from the divine goodness, as from the first exemplary effec-
tive and final principle of all goodness., Nevertheless, ‘
everything is called good by reason of the similitude of the
divine goodness belonging to it, which is formally its own
goodnesa, whereby it is denominated good. And so of all ‘
things there is one goodness, and yet many goodnesses.™ lIa,
Qelyh, @slyy ¢o and ad 3; la, q.103, a.2, c¢.; Ia Ilae, 4.9
8, ,,c.; J, of St., Thomas, furs. theol,, V{ 85 eH,,'T.VIi
(In Iiam Ilae, q.23-q.45), disp.8, a.3; n.1l2, p..k23; Joseph
Buckley, Man's Last End, St. Louis, 1949, pp.60, 63.
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Before we make any application of this principle that
all objects of love except God depend for their objective
goodneés upon Him, we shall first see if this eminent good~
ness of God necessitates that our love for Him be supreme
in all the ways discussed at'the beginning of this chapter.
This is nécessary to enable us to decide how essential a
role objective goodhess plays in determining the.ordef of
our love, .. . _ __ . _ ;”,W e e i

- As we have seen, finite goods exist only because God's
creative act brings forth from nothingnéss these imperfect
reflections of His own infinite goodness, From Him alone,
creatures, animate and inaniméte; draw whatever goodness
they possess, Therefore;'no mattér what good creatures
maf tend toward, they tend toward it only iqgofar as it is

a participation in the infinitely perfect.lz. |
| But 1t is by the faculties of intellect and will that
man's capacity for loving is distinguished from that of non=-

rational creation, It is in this psychological aspect of

12, Ia Ilae, Q.2, a.8, ¢.; q.9, @a.6, c.: "Wherefore nothing
else can be the cause of the will, except God Himself, Who

is the universal good: while every other good is geood by
participation, and is some particular good, and a particular
cause does not give a universal inclination." Contra Gentes,
ITII, c.24; De Verit., g.22, a.2,.
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human love that we are interested; that we may see whether

man surrenders his human facultigg in ready acknowledgment
of hta.eémplépe.deﬁendence on God, o |
| It 1is this intellgctual knowlédge and love that will

‘give us the distinetions already cohsidered between knowing,
loving, and wishing well., We see\rirst that there is no |
"Quastion regafding'the intellectual acceptance of God, as
the,Qﬁjeét”mostﬁwurthywof iove,fonCewHe~is knoﬁn—as—the_—lr—
supreme Good, | |

Furthermete, in a state of integriﬁy, man's will WQu;d>

keep pace with that cognition and, with the utﬁost intensity
of which it would be capablé, would'wish God the most com=-
plete fulfillment of His Will, that God be God, 1’ Man's
' benevoience'canﬁot be a desire for something lacking'fé'
God, but he can take.joy in God's possession of the great-

'ost possible good,

13. la, .60, a.5, c.t ", . ,He naturally desires a .

- greater good to God than to himselfy because he naturally
wishes God to be God, while as for himself, he wills to
have his own nature," Ia IIae, g.109, a.3, c.: ", . .Man
in a state of perfect nature, could by his natural power,
do the good natural to him without the addition of any
gratuitous gift, though not without the help of God moving
him., Now to love God above all things is natural to man

and to every nature, . . "
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However, as the sad history of mankind has shown, it
is possibls to turn will and intellect to the contemplation
| of inferior goods and to the preference.for them, The.sub- |
stitutian of a merely apparent goqd for a genuine good, be-
cause the former is one's own proper good, is always possible,
but the possibility eof guch an irrational love does not alter

~our consideration of the love befitting man's intellectual

~nature. - SRR
Although accordihg‘to'the natural love-that is common
to them all, the creatures always implicitly love God first, : _;
nevertheless the explicit knowledge of God does not imply | :
that He is loved first in the temporal order. ¥ The youth-
ful intellect may turn to the consideration of many goods,
Moreover, the primal.fall has made it more difficult for

- man to seek the greater good.ls'

If man fails in some respects to give God the place in
love to which His goodness entitles Him, it is quite possible,

of course, that all men will not in practice evaluate self

‘and society in the way that this study will indicate as
theoretically right. o

14, In III Sent., d.29, a.3, ad 3; Etienne Gilson, The
Spirit of Medieval Philosophy, Translation--A.H.C. Downes, -
Charles Scribner's Sons, New York, 1936, p,270.

15. J. of St. Thomas, Curs. theol., Vivés ed., T.VI, (In
dlam Ilae, g.109) disp,19, a.4, n.16, p.751, _
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.Toﬁai&,infthat eVéluation,lhowéver; we shall see the
order 1n‘w£i§hfthé goodness of the creatures naturally
follow; upon the Diviné geod; AInésmﬁch:és the relaﬁiv& ‘
goodness of the absolute being of a creature consists in
its nearness to Gad;lé inteilectual creatures stand next
among the individuals constituting the universe. We cannot

attain the qudd*qu;d est of the angelic world by merely

-~ - rational knowledge; hence we shall limit our scrutiny to .

human beingé. Although God's purpose in the whole of His
creation is His own glory, nevertheless, in God's providence,
man himéelf really ﬁatters.l7 This makes his position in
material éreation unique, for noh-rational individuals exist
only for the good of the species, and have for their purpose
to serve man either explicitly or implieitly.

We have considered the objectivé goodness of human be-
“ings, their nearness td God, This brings us to the second
term of the distinction with which this chapter opened,
benevolence. Since, from the objective point .of view, the
good we wish a being is in prbportion #o its gqod, and since

spiritual values transcend the merely material, and the

16. IIa Ilae, q.23, 8.2, ad 1; q.26, a.9, c.; Cajetan, In
Ilam Tfae, q.27, 305’ Ne7s

17. Contra Gentes, III, c.l1l2,
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good of grace transcends any natural good, it fOL;éws that
we wish all men the same good;\eternal beatitude.lg

Now. despite the two facts that we will all men thelsame.
supreme good and that love 1s Jjudged greater or less by the
gobd willed, we cannot presume that we have the same degree
of lové for all men., Individuals'differ both in nearness to

God and in nearness to us., Among these human beings whom

Wweﬁaremconsideringﬂnext in the order of our love, we must . _ .

first of all consider the sélf, for the one who loves is
always a self, Our. self is of course, of all created indi-

viduals, the nearest o ‘us,

~ Therefore, because of the very nature of love, which
eonsists in union, the intensity of man's love varies accord-
ing to the nearness of its obJect to himself, He wishés all
men the same basiec good, but he wishes it with greater in-

tensity for himself and those near to him.19

18, 1Ia IIae, q.llB, a.9, ad 2; "The good of the universe
is greater than the particular good of one, if we consider
both in the same genus. But the good of grace in one is
greater than the good of nature in the whole universe.
Ila Ilze, q.26 a,b, ad l.

19, Ila IIlae, q.26, a.6, ad 1: ™"In this respect we love
all men equally out of charity: Dbecause we wish them all one
same generic good, namely everlasting happiness. Secondly

love is said to be greater through its action being more in-

tense: and in this way we ought not to love all equally.”
Ibldo, qo26 B, 7, Ce
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Here below, moreover, since growth in nearness to God

is possible, a man may will glory for himself and those
near to him without at the same time willing a greater des-

gree of glgry for one whose more outstanding merit he may

acknowledge, but who is too remote., However, in Heaven,
conforming with the Divine Will, he will explicitly rejolce - 4
in the greater glory of those nearer to God, although he will H

Of'hiB_Wiliszo
".8aint Themas insists that we cannot love another ereéq

ture as we love ourselves., The latter love is aAneeessity
of nature. The one who loves has, himself, a share in the
divine good, whereas his neighbor is a partner with him in ' @

that sharing. 21

This intensity, due to the identity of the one who loves
and the one who is loved, together with the fact that we must

20, IIa Ilae’ q.26. 67’ Cs} q.26, &013.‘c.; "In the first
way a man will love better men more than himself, and those
who are less good, less than himselfy because, by reason of
the perfect conformity of the human to the Divine will, each
of the blessed will desire everyone to have what is due to .
him according to Divine justice. - De Carit., Gel, as7, Cs;

q.l, aog, Ce

21, Ila Ilae, q.?6 a.h, ¢.: / "Wherefore just as unity sur-
passes union, the facb that man himself has a share of the
Divine good, is a more potent reason for loving than that
another should be a partner with him in that share.® Ibid.,

ad 1; In III Sent., d.29, qg.l, a.5.
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wish all men eternal beatitude, indicates the God-given plan
. by which we must judge all our love. It does not depend on
any ¢reature in an absolute sensej: it depends on the crea=
turels relationship, not only with God, but with the one
Self-analysis reveals the part. that nearness to our-

selves plajs even in our most unselfish loves., This does

- not mean that our well-wishing cannot be pure benevolence,

but it does show why, in willing the good ofvthosevwe love,
we at least concomitantly will our own joy in their good,
whether we bring'durselves conseiously 1ﬁto eonsideratioh
or not, - |

This priofity of love based .on closeness to the one

who loves does not lower God's preeminence, even in the in-

tensity of our love., As the cause of our entire nature and
existénce, a8 the whole to which we compare as a part, not
as partaking of His essence, but as owing our whole being

to His causality, which implies that we owe our goodness to

22, lla IIlss, q.26, a.6, ¢,: "The reason is that, since

the principle of love is God, and the person who loves, it
must needs be that the affection of love increases in pro=
portion to the one or the other of those principles.” Ila

Ilae, q.26, a.9, c.
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ﬁis esséntial goodness, Hetis closer to us than we are to
ourselves.z3 L o

| This does .not mgkg 9nr love for God merely a love of
concup;séénge,l_I#Jig_trueAthat the part cannot exist exe
.eepthin.relapienﬁte the whole, but that does not constitute
its‘perer reason for Ibving the'whole.‘ For to love the

whole in such a sense would be to love it for the sake of

_ the.part alone, Ue ,love,, God for His own sake and not for - - - - .

#he sakg of pur‘sharihg in Him. The latter is the object
of hope, whereas the former ié the object of charity.‘z4
.¥While the love for God is not the subject éf this
study, it is necesséfy for us to understand the nature of
- that love, the only absolute 6ne, if we are to understand

a;l other loves, which are relative,

23, In III Sent., d.29, 2.3, n.37; la, q.60, 8.5, ¢.; ad 1:
"But where one 1s the whole cause of the existence and goodness
-of the other, that one is naturally more loved than self; be-
cause, as we sald above, each part naturally loves the whole
more than itself: and each individual naturally loves the
good of the species more than its own individual good, Now
God is not only the good of one species, but is absolutely

the universal good; hence éverything in its own way naturally
loves God more than itself," ‘ ,

2he, la, q.60, a.5, ad 2; IIa IIze, 9.17, a.l, ¢.; q.26, a.3,
c.; ad 2; ad 3: ™That a man wishes to enjoy God pertains

to that love of God which is love of concupiscence, Now we
love God with the love of friendship more than with the love

of concupiscence, because the Divine good is greater in itself,
than our share of good in enjoying Him." ‘
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Saint Thomas's order of love is summed up in the follow- Q

ing tablet | | | .ﬁ

| | ORDER OF CHARITY | %

~ ON EARTH |

1. God - » ﬁ

2, Self . "

3. Relatives, friends,‘etc. ' ﬁ

_ - ho Others. . T .. '

5.. One's own body ' |

_ IN HEAVEN .

DEGREE OF BEATITUDE WILLED | INTENSITY OF WILL i
1, God _ 1, God - '

2., Better people - © 24 Self

3; Self' ' 3. Better people %

L Other pedple o k. Other peopla 'ﬁ

5 One!s,own body 3 | 5. One's own body25 I

So much for human individuals, Does the ?attern change é

when we replace our neighbor by society? {

25, Ila IIae, q.26 a; 7, Ce} q.26, a, 13, c.; De Carit.,

qel, 8.7, Coj Q.l, a-9a C. ‘ i
Our wills must be conformed to God's, here as well as @

hereafter, in willing a greater degree of beatitude to whonm=
soever He wills it, but since we do not know the order He

has willed, it is possible for us, in this life, to will vir-
tue and beatitude for ourselves and those near to us without
actually and simultaneously willing a higher degree of both
for some better person.
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It seems cleér ﬁhat if I must love myself more than ny
neighbor, the case can be no different for two or three or
any number of neighbors, as’ set off from myself, é Mere
arithmetieal‘repetibien cannot alter the matter essentially. -
From the principles we have considered in this chepter,'we»
would judge theﬁ society can have no claim to any priority

over self in our love, unless it ¢an be seen to have a

-greater objective good or a greater nearness to the one who

loves. Aetually, as we have seen, this greater good consists
in nearness to'God, but even an unbeliever could weigh obe
jective goodness in some manhef. The?efore, the nextAchap-
tef will attempt to study the objecti%e goodness of society
vand of self, prescinding from their nearness to God., An
adequate solution'requires that we consider also the near-
 ness of society to the one who loves since it is upon. this
nearness that the intensity of love depends.

We have seen that the love with which we are concerned
is caused by an intellectual knowledge.of the good, and that
it manifest itself by benevolence. We have seen two ways in

which benevolencé, and therefore the love which it manifests,

26. Charles De Koninck, In Defence of Saint Thomas, Quebec,
1945, p.88. » :
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can be greater or less, We have seen that God, the Highest
Good, is to be loved the most; and in what order his crea-
tures are to be loved, With this béckground, we can approach
the study of our love for society and for self from the point
of view of knowledge of the good ofveacﬁ and ffom the point
of view of the good willed for each, In the latter we shall
coﬁsidef both the perfection of the good.and the intensity
‘with which it is wished, remembering that the relative mag-
nitude of oﬁriloféérma&7bérsﬁdgééwériﬁériiy;itﬁoﬁéh hbtrrim'
entirely, by the‘greatness_of the good we wishvfor the ob-
ject loved, We shall try to see how the prihciples accord-
'ing to which Saint Thomas has determined the order of love

for individuals may be applied to self and society.




CHAPTER III
THE PERSON AND THE GOMMON GOOD

If,we apply the principles laid déwn in the preceding
qhapter,vwa see that to answer the‘questien as to whether
I mﬁst love myself or society more, I must Ffirst discoier.
whether the good of society or my own persdnal good is

higher.

We have seen that the good- of any reality is that which

perfects it as gn‘end? a final cause. wa the final cause
which is more universal is higher,” inasmuch as it is a more
perfect reflection of the ultimate final«cause; the Divine
QOmmon Good, from which éll created goods derive their own
causality,

NQW'the good of any whole is a more universal gobd;
since the part as'part depends for its goodnesé as part upon

the gopd.of.the_whole. The walls of a house, considered as

l. In I Eth,, lect.2, n,30: "Unde et bonum, quod habet
rationem causae finalis, tanto potius est quanto ad plura se
extendit, Et ideo sl idem bonum est uni homini et toti civi-
tati; multo videtur majus et perfectius suscipere, idest
procurare et salvare illud quod est bonum totius civitatis,
quam id quod est bonum unius hominis, Pertinet quidem ad
amorem, qul debet esse inter homines, quod homo conservet
bonum etiam uni soli homini. Sed multo melius et divinius
est, quod hoc exhibeatur toti genti et civitatibus,"

35
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such, have no good apart from the good of the house. From
the faet that the good of the whole is more universal it
'folleS'théﬁ it must be a betﬁar’good_than the good of a
part,? 'Therefbfe, the good of any soclety, which good as
well as soeigty’itéelf has the nature of a”wﬁolé,B is higher
than the.propér good of any member as such,* | | A
 Clearly then, the good of society is to be preferred

to my own private good, when the_létter is in the same or-

der. My own supernatural, Spiritual.good is to be preferred

to the natural, material good of society.5 0f course, the

2., Ia Ilae, éalOg, a.3, ¢.; Contra Gentes, I, cahl;‘séint
Thomas Aquinas, De Regimine Principum, Bk.II, chap:9; '
Ferrara, In Contra Gentes, I, c.4l, n.l; Aristotle, Ethics,

3. Ia Ilae, q.R1, a.3, ¢.; 9.90, a.2, c.; Ila Ilae, q.58,
8.5, Co) Q.61, @el, Cej Q.58, 8.9, ad 3: "The common good

is the end of each individusl member of a community, Jjust
as the good of the whole is the end of each part." Ibid.,
q¢58, a.7, ad 2¢ "The common good of the realm and the
particular good of the individual differ not only in respect
of the many and the few, but also under a formal aspect.

For the aspect of the common good differs from the aspect

of the individual good, even as the aspect of whole differs

. from that of part.m

L, IIa Ilase, q.58, @.l2, c.: "I answer that, if we speak
of legal Jjustice, it is evident that it stands foremost among
all the moral virtues, for as much as thé common good tran-
scends the individual good of one person.™ :

5. Ia Ilae, q.l13, a&,9, ad 2; IIa IIde, Q.152, &sky. Ce}
ad 3: "The common good takes precedence of the private good,
if it be of the same genus: but it may be that the private

good is. better generically.m
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good of society ia, in a sense, mx good, {nasmuch as I can
share in that goed.6 In fact, my private good is not a
genuine gaod,,unlgsp it is scmehQW'in gqnformity w;th, or
 ordered to the common good, or indeed to the ultimate common
good that is Gad.7 |

We mighb irmediately and unquestionably assume the good
of soeiety %0 be greater than the good of self, from the fact
that society includes the self as a part. that it is greater
7rthan the individuél who is only a part, as it Were, So that
a sogiety of good persons is a‘greater.good ‘than any one of
its membera taken separately. However, membership in a
soclety must be defined by the good, the common good of that
society, Now the common good of a society is not necesaarily
the highest good 1ts members are capable of. In other words,
the eapaciﬁy of an individual'ﬁember méy extend bejbnd the

| ' o~

6o ;%g Ilae, q.61, a.l. ad 2: "Even as part and whole are
Soreaing Lonevhas to the pere ayse: oo thas when the goods
‘of the community are distributed among a number of 1ndividuals
each one receives that whieh, in a way, is his own."
7. XIa Ilae, q.lQ. 8,10, €.} Q.92, a.l, ad 3; 1la IIae, q.23,
8.7, “c.: "Man's secondary and, as it were, particular good

may be twofold: one is truly good, because considered in
itself it can be directed to the principal ‘good which is the

last end,"

* PR §
H




38

good of this or that society. Hence, in the same indivi-
dual we may find different formélities, subordinated one to
the other, according as one relates him to a higher good |

than the other, Now, if we compare the perfection of the -

individual, as belonging to a higher order, to the perfection

that is his-in relation to the good of a lower order, the

individual may be called more perfect than the lower society

,,t,é,,whi,c,h, he also belongs, _ }i.,e,_r;c;e,,, not only is the good of

the family subordinated to the good of the state, and the
good of the individual member of the family subordinated to
his good as a citizén, but the good of the family as such

is subordinated to the good of the git.izen.8

These qualificapions concerning the good of the paft
and the good of the whole must be taken into consideration
in a discussion of self-love and the love of society. The
self considered in relation ﬁo‘thé common good is more per-
fect than the self conéidered'in relation to a private good
of the same order. This holds true of neighbor who is

better in his capaéity for the common good than in the good

- which is his own, From this it is plain that the self, as

ordered to God; the highest common good, is more perfect

8. Charles De Koninck, De la Primauté du Bien Commun, p.99.
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than all other‘persons taken together, 8o long as we cone
sider them with respect to a created common good, But from
this. it does not follow that the person of the self is above
alllother persons, For the other pefsons too are capable of
thab supreme common gobd, and:in that order, one is superior
to another, although here below we cannot love anyone of

them more intensely than ourselves, However, when we con-

_sider the ensemble of created persons as ordered to the

supernatural end; then every individual person is inferior

to that ensemble inasmuch és its members are ordered in vary-

ing degrees to that highest perfection. . |
Perhaps we should not overlook\the fact that a society;

composed of indi%iduals, who.aré at the same time related

to a good that is above the good proper to this society-=

whether that greater good is a personal oné or a common ONgww

such a séciety gains in perfection froh such members. For

instance, the family‘gains in perfection, as a family from,.

the fact that<itvlives in a political community.

In other words, as we have already intimated in defin-

‘ing society, we must be on our guard against sn 21l too

abstract conception of a given soc1ety. The father of a
family is not a complete belng as a father of a family; he
is also a citizen, as well as a member of the Church. Al=

though this action of his is attributed to his paternal




