MOBERN OPINIONS

~We shall proceed to an examination of some modern
positions, Thess are somewhat difficult to classify bew
Bauge they‘devstail 80 much, Fbr example, the eonsideration
of the person as au_absolute, and the individual as a part

of a whole, is sometimes correlated with the consideration

of the spiritual goad_asﬁnecessaTLLy properj-or the consid-

eratlon of these peints develops into a discussion of soci~
ety as g means to the proper gcod of the individual. Some~
times it is difffeult to see which of these coneeptions |
glve rige to the athers, but many believe that a certain
notlon of person ig a basic one from which other ideas
 sten, Therefbre, 1t seems reasonable, in terms of contemp.
porary discussions; t0 begin with the Thomistic principle
used to furnish the ostensible foundation for the cleavage
between person and individual whieh has won such vegue among

modern Thomlsts.25

ﬁ

25. 'Jaequeés Maritain, Freedom‘ggg &gg Eodern World, New Ybrk,
1936, pii9; Ihe Person and the Common Good, New Yor! York, 1947,

PP«59fE, 4317 3 Scholasticism an and Poiitics, New York, l940,

Pe73; James Hobdn, The Thomistic Concegt of the Person, thesis,

Washington, 1939, Pe0lL,
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Saint ?homas.says that the nature of part is esntrary
to the nature Qf‘peraonizé And yet we have indicated that
1t is anlyAaéxa-parn;aas ordered to a.tﬁanseéndan€ Gommon
Goed;-thaﬁ the individual person may love himself more than
socletys . ’ '

It is true that a person is not a part because he is

& persony for the divine Persons are most truly persons,

yet in no sense are they part5,27 Hawamantﬁit-is—a&se—%ruc

that when Saint Thomas opposes the nature of part to the
nature of person, he is speaking of a part of an unum per
Se, a part which does not have coﬁpletelsubsistenee, agﬂ
not of a part of a whole which has only unity of ordez‘.28
This is evident in the context which is used to prove that
the soul, being a-ﬁart of & human being, cannot be called a
person.f29 ‘. - |
| In othér words, a person is not necessarily a part bee

cause he is a persong‘but being a person does not prevent

26.’ __I_I_l_ ;_;‘;_ 8’61113.,“ d.,s,' q.B’ ‘ayzu AlSQ ,:Eg_, q.29, ao3’ Ce

27+ Charles De Koninck, In Defence of Saint Thomas, p.18,
28, Ibid., pp.l16, 17, ' '

”9e In IIT Sent., d.5, qe3, a.2: "Ad tertium dicendum

quod anima rationalis dieitur hoe aliquid per modum quo

esse subsistens est hoe aliquid, etiam si habeat naturam
partis; sed ad ratidnem personae exigitur ulterius quod

Sit totum completum,™
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him f£rom being a r-parti;; whether qf soclety, of the universe,
or as«erdere@ to CGod, MbreQVer, the human person who is

& part 1s soy essentislly, beeause'of'what he is in his
‘entirety, Net becausa he 1s a person, but being as hg is,
a finite persony soul and body together, the human come
posite, he cannot bewothgr than as a part in ‘relation to

the ultimate common good, Even as a member of political

soc1ety,‘it_is_ﬁhe_antireﬂmanﬁwho—as a party, though he is

not a pars of this whole according to all that he is and -
does.

It has been pointed out that if personality preeluded
being a part in every sense of the word, it would be impos= .
gible fbr a person to be a ‘person and at the same time to
be a part, even when his being a part is due to his "indiu
-viduality, "30 |

_Wé have seen that had a single man been alone in crea=
tion, even then he would retain the nature of part;Bl The
opposition to this theory cannot be glossed over with a mere

reference to emphasia.‘ Thus one.author says that man is..

30, Char]es De Feninck, In Defen¢e of Saint Thomas, 2} e 17,67..

31, Charles De Koninch, De la. Primautd du Bien Commun, p.58:
"Nous sommes d'abord et principalement des parties de 1luni-
vers,!
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more a whole than a parh,32 although he admits that, abso=~
lutely speakingy man is part or individual more than person
and before being person, and that the intelléctual substance i
1s loved and willed for the order of the universe of crea=
tion before being loved and willed for itself. . However, he
hastens to reverse‘this priority in the supernatural order.33 | ”

When individuals are of the same species, they may be N

calledvparts of 8 wholes i —person—is not mereLyAa suppositum,

but a suppositum‘of a8 rational nature, that is, endéwed with 3
intellect and will,” In other wdrds, a being may be an indi- |
vidual without being & person, without having the dignzty - .j#

of a person. However, in view of what has been said, this . i

does not so clearly justify the assertion that the indiw

vidual 1s for society and soclety is for the person.34

It is true that all individuala of the same species are, in

one proper Sense, parts of a whole, the species, and that it
is only because the individual under dlscussion is a person,
possessing a spiritual nature and an eternal destiny, that

he matters for his own sake, that the good of the whole re-

32. Jacques Haritain, Ihe Rights of Man and the Natural Law,
New York' 1947’ pnl{—i‘ . ) .

33. Jacques Marltain, Person and the Common Good, P«7, note 7,

34. Jacques Maritain, Ihe Rights of Man, p.8, Cf. W. Parsons,
"Philosophy and Order in Poiltlcs," An. Cauh. Phil. Assoc.,

Vol.17, (1941) p..7.
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turns to him and benefits.him,35 that he cannot really sac-~
rifice his own greatest good for the good of socigﬁy. It
;Blequally true, hOWGVer;Lthat the created person has the
nature of part because he is a finiﬁe person, |

It is because the individuals who make up society are
persons, a fact which none can deny,36 that one should love

soeiety with a love of benevolence, GCranted ﬁhat it ig in

society that these persons find their fullest development,

this does not mean that the proper good.of these pérsons
1s the ultimate end of society,

Some authors merely wish to maintain what is admitted,
namely that the persons whé are parts of socliety are them-
selves subsisting entitiés.37 However, others hold that
only the individual person 1s real and s a_reai funétion
in the history of the mrld.38 Thisg is plainiy centrary)to

35, Jacques Maritain; Person and the'Gommon Good, pp.51, 60,
hh%; Rights of Man, p.9; Jean Mouroux, The Meaning of Man,
Pl.29! - V .

36, Jacques Maritain, Person and the Common Good, pebk2:

A—o————

"It is the human person who enters into society, + "

37. Karl Kreilkamp, Metaphysigal Foundations of Thomistie
Jurisprudence, thesis, Washington, D.C., 1939, p,79: Wis
bersons men can never be merely parts, in the way that food
loses its identity.and becomes part of the organism.,"

38. B, I, Watkins, Men and Tendencies, New York, Shéed and

Ward, 1937 (quoting Peter Wust), p,159: M"Individual Eersonality

alone is the true integer of history, the atom of al

histor-
ical reality," '
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A'Saint.Thdmas*s,teachingz "Nevertheless, the whole itself
[iwe, civil 5ocietyu7does have an operation which is not
the operation of any one of its parts, but an operation of
| the whole, as when the whole army is in battle,“39
 The above point has already been discussed in the first
chapter4 In view of the fact that armies, mlssionary soci-
etzes, trading companies, research or exploratory organiza~

tions, and similar groups have played unquestionably inpors=

tant historical- roles, their historical reality cannot
reasonably be denied.

Bacause the state 1s a temporal society which is mortal,
whereas the person is immortal; some draw the conclusion
that the individual is for society, and society is for the
persons ™ But the peréoﬁ will still be an individual in
the achievement oflhis eternal destiny; his partieipation
in the ordered gradation of nearness to God and union with
. Hzm will endure as long as the person himself.

Those who defend the appllcations made of the distinc-

tion between person and individual maintain of course that

39- _I_Q _}_:_ Mc; lect-l’ n.5.. .

40. J. Maritain, Rights of Man, pp.13, 18; Person and the
Common Good, p.Sl.
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‘the distinction is not intended as a separationckl This 1is
~ doubtless true but the fact remains that the individual as.
& person seems to be exalted to a sort of “whelo to whple“ ,
relationship with God; as if the lesser whole did not have
the nature of part when compared to the greater, |

' There are many statements which 1t seems impossible
fof a Thomist philosopher to even attempt to Justify in aﬁ\

absolute—wayf;~6értainlﬁ#%heir—authors~have~nc‘intention“vf

claiming man's independence of his Creator, whatever may be

their idea o# his relationship to the order established by

- that Creator, but some passages;’taken literally, at least

lean in that direction, for they dery man an aim or purpose

be&ond hims;elf.‘!Pz | |
Other authors claim that the reason why man is a‘hember

of soclety is that he is materisal. Thej go so far as to

' base his rights upon the fact that he is a person, but his

duﬁieé upon the fact that he is a social being. %3 This would

bl. Jacques Maritain, Scholasticism and Politics, p.66; James
. Hoban, The Thomistic Concept of the Person, PPe42, L3,

k2. Theodore Brauer, Thomistic Principles in a Catholie School,
St. Louls, 1943, pp.202, 203: "Man as a person is indeed a
totus in se et sibi, wholly in himself and for himself, an
Independent Whole," JIbid., p.221: ", . oIt can only mean
that he is subjeet solely to the purposes of his own complete
being. . ."; Jean Mouroux, The Meaning of Man, p.127,

43.- Sister M.J. Wolfe, Problem of Solidafiém, thesis, Catholiec
University of Amgrica,'WasHington,_T§}§,,p.155.,
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seem to iﬁply that the spiritual activities of man bar him
from society, and that his person, as such, carries with it
Mo obligations to society.

It is true enough, however, that although man is a part
of political society, he is not’ part of this society accord=
Aing to all that he ig, Man's immersion in the whole uni«

Verse, as fulfilling God's creative purpese, is not so all

embracing that he does notﬁhaveﬁimmediate—and—dlrect*rela-

tionships with his God, Yet even here the created person
still has the nature of part, inAthe sense we have already
defined,

We have used the relationship between the creature and
the Creator to show that the rational creature loves the
whole of ereation for God's sake more than he loves himself.
It is the same relaticnship, however, which rescues man from
being confined to an inferior good, Yét it is mainly with
respect to the ultimate extrinsic and incomparably perfect

end that man’s person has the nature of part, and it is also

hlhe Ia IIae, q.21, .#, ad 3t "Man is not- ordalned to the
body politie according to all that he is and has," Jaeques
Maritain, Rights of Man, p,1ll.
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because of this respeet that he 1s not eempletely suhordi-
nated to the whole,! b5 L A

The foregoing statement that man is not part of politi-
eal society acearding:to all that he is m#?txnot be inters.
preted ?Qfmea# that man's participation in soeiety:is'acme*
thing completely extrinsie to his natﬁre. We héve already
seen that man is by his very nature dependent on_tha;aatual.

temporal gociety in whiQh;heﬁfinds;himself—ﬁer-the—fhiif¥—*~ﬁ—

development of the human pérﬁections which will be his
throughout eternity, The often used analogy of the courier,

who, while the whole of him is engaged in eovering the éeurse,

1s nevertheless so engaged only according to his neuro-mus-
cular maohinery,aé may be appropriate to show that the ine
trinsie good pf society is not the individual's ultimate
end, However, this analogy seems to make his being a part
. an unimportant aspect of his activities in every order.,
Then there is Saint Thomas's statement whieh has been .
turned against the primacy of the common good, and consee
quenply againstiour'lqve of self as ordered to that, common.

g0od; namely that the single intellectual creature is more

L5. Gharles De- Koninck, De la Primaute du Bien Commun, p.li;
v T McCormick, - "Individual and State," Philosophy of the
State, Baltimore, 19#0, p. .

L6. Jacgues Maritain, Rights of Man, p.ls, Person and Common
Good, p.62, 7
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like God ﬂintenaively" and'"collectively;" while the¥universe
is more like Him oniy "extehsively" and “diﬂfusivaiyg"47 As
ene'authﬁr has indicated the mbre-inﬁensive 11kéne§§jis not :
aBsalutély a‘mﬂré,perfect likeness,~~any parﬁ afHaéy‘Whala
comes closer in'this sense to the simplicity of Go&;*.'.

Therefore; it is what is realized in ereation
composite ot multipli iter which imitates most

Ly what is in God simpliciter &t unite.
Henes. to deem secondary the perfection whiech
in creation—is-ac¢complished by way of composiw
tion and multiplieity, is to deny value to }
that which most perfegtlyhgmitates what 1& 4in-’
God simpliciter et unite,

Moreover, the notion cannot stand that the greater intrinsie

ﬁerfection of the whole is obtained simply by repetition and

multiplicatioﬁ, Saint Thomas speaks of a "more complete"

liken95349 and}ﬁot Just a more extensive likeness, Modern

,lﬁ.~ Thomas Eschmann, "In Defense of Jacques Maritain,"
Yodern Schoolman, Vol,22, (May, 1945) p.190,

48, Charles De Koninek, In Defence of 8t. Thomas, p.27;
Cf, also pp.28-36, < '

49, Contra Gentes, III, c.97; III, c.64; I3y qdl7, 2.2, c.:
"For goodness, which in God is simple and uniform; in crege
tures is manifold and divided: and hence the whole universe
together participates in the divine goodness more perfectly,
and represents it better than any single cresture whatever,n
dn I Sent., doki, g.l, a.3, ad 6% "e o oEt ideo melius est
universum in quo sunt angeli et aliae res, quam ubi essent
angeli tantum, quia perfectio universi attenditur essentialiter
secundun diversitatem naturarum quibus implentur diversi
gradus bonitatis et noxn ‘secundum multiplicationem individuorum
in una natura.? . N '
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authors already quoted have made it clear that the divine 4 3
goodness is imitated more closely by the harmonious whole i
.than;by any "theoretically best mirroring in one single
finite being, 20 | A\

The idea thét)man 18 made for God and for eternalllife
- before being part of a human commun-itySl might possibly be

" misleading, _Iﬁvteléscopes the two aspects of God's crese .

tive purpose. Man was made for God as—ordained—to—the wnion

with Hin which constitutes his beatitude, and he was made
for God; as are all creatures, to give glory to God, The
proper order requiras“that; if God makes creatufes; He must
make them for Himself, We cannot overlook the fact that
God's goodness is best manifested by the various grades of
perfection»within'creation and within the narrower limits
of rational creation. Authors already cited have painted 
out that the humén:raee itself 1s a direct object of the
‘will of God and'nbt merely a random happening.52 (

50, Frank‘Sheed, Iheology and Sanity, p.110. Cf, Charles
De Koninck, De la Frimaute i Bioh Commun, pebl; Ae Do -

Sertillanges LfAmour‘ghrétien,'Paris, 1919, Third‘Ed.,.p.ll.
51, Jaeques Maritain, Scholasticism and Politics, p.75,

52+ Jean Houroux, The.Meaning of Man, p.123; Theodore -
Wesseling, "Person and Soclety," Dublin Review, Vo0l.208, (1941)
P».223., Cf., A. D, Sertillanges, LYAmour Chrétien, p.lll:
"C'%st collectivement d'une certain facon, que Dieu nous
¢ree, en ce que son idee de 1'homme, dont chacun de nous

réalise un aspect, , " .
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Even if by human eommunity we understand the statey _
. the “before“ does not ef’course refer to a priority'af time,
As regards i priarity of nature, certainly it is more ime
portant to be a citizen of the heavenly kingdom than,af any
earthly one, but the fact remains that man ordinarily needs
'the earthly secieby for the development of certain perfece
‘tions that prepare towards those which unite him with God

for-eternal-1ife,

Not every reference to the common good that we meet in
modern discussions of the relationship of* the individual to
soeieby can be understood in the sense in which the expres~
sion has been used in this thesis and in the presuppositions
upon which it is baged, Even when the common good is men~
" tioned as the final cause of society, the context frequently
indicates that the community is one of predication only,
Moreever, in references to what might be interpreted as an
extrinsic good for society the "disinterested®. common gead
is limited to the perfection of the human species.53

Another statement, that soclety cannot cemmand anything

contrary to the individual’v welfare,sé is true, but its

53. 7Sister M, J. Wolfe, Problem of Solldarism, pp.lé, 5hy
] l

SA.~ Herbert E Langan, Philooophz of Personallsm, .&6.
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truth does not depend on the subordination of the good of .

- 8ociety to the good of the individual. Any possible indi-
vidual saerifice would but promote the individual's gen«
uine and highest welfare, Mbreover, as we have seen earlier,
the good of the whole cannot, by its very nature, be opnosed

to the good of the part,

We face another hindrance to the idea that ‘nan's love

for society ls—a~%ove'natﬁf511y due from part to whole when
we read, ". . ,If man were a natural part of the city, then
such inclination would be natural to him 35 This is used
in support of the ideg that man is a part because of some=~
thing other than his personality, something extrinsie to
his nature as a person.56 The implication that man is not
a natural part of the city might be disturbing if it were
not for several factors: first, the snalagous use of the
word, “natural," which here means originaulng in nature,
and nét merely in accord with man's nature; second, that
man's nature as g part is not ebsentlally dependent on his
being a part of a definite political organization; and third,

that Thomistie phllOquhy traditionally rezers to man as g

55. 1Ia, 9.60, a.5, c. o / o
56, Etienne Gilson, Spirit of Medieval Philosophy, p.285,
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natural part of the universe,57 who therefore naturally
loves it more than himself, as every single thing loves the
good of its whole or its species more than its own,.58

Saint Thomas's statement that what is loved according to
charity is "the highest good and not the common good"59 may -
be presented as an objection to the idea that the self is

to be loved more as ordered to the common good than because

—But— rf*tnIS“statement is examined

in its context we see that the common good here referred to
is a good that is common only by way of predication, Saint
Thomas had offered the objection that charity would not be a
special virtue if its objeet were the good, S1nce that is

the general object of all virtues; but in his response, he
shows that it is not the good whiech igs common to all the
virtues that is the object of charity. It is in this manner
that we must understand the common good to which Salnt Thomas
-was referring when he said that it was not the object of ‘

charlty.éo Moreoever, we also have Salnt Thomas's words

57+ Cajetan, In Iam, 2.60, a.5, n,5,
58, da, q.60, a¢5, ad 1,
59, De Carit., q.l, 8«5, ad 4,

60, Charles De Koninck, in Defence of Saint Thomas, pp.36, 37
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that a man ought‘out of charity to love God Who is the com~ -
mon good of all more than he loves himself precisely because
God has the nature of common good.61

3 statement that might'be derived from the preceding
text concerning the highest good, if it were taken in isolaw
tion, is that the beatitude of the intellectual ereature is

not God as the common good, but God in the transcendence of

His anﬁmystety*égﬁ-lf thi-s—expressionmeansthat becauge

God is loved by charity as He is in Himself, He is not at
the same time to be loved as g ggad which.ezmgeds the created
person's capacity for a personal, proper good, it is unace
ceptabie. To say that we are ordered as parts of a whole
to the greatest of all goods~-since the formal beatitude of

the person depends upon the ébjective beatitude which is,
-

{
6l. Ia Ilae, 9109, 2.3, ¢.: "Now it is manifest that the
good of the part is for the good of the whole; hence everys=
- thing, by its natural appetite and love, loves its own proper
good on account of the common good of the whole universe,
which is God, . . .But in the state of corrupt nature man
falls short of this in the appetite of his rationgl will,
which, unless it is cured by God's grace, follows its private
good, on account of the corruption of nature." IIa 1lae,
q.26, 3.'«3,, Ce ' :

62, ~Jacques'Maritain, Person and Conmon Gobd; Pel3.
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—J =3

essentially, one that is cbmmunicable to many63-~is not,

however, the same thing as to say that the beatitude of any

L7 ()

one person depends, in the very fruition, on the actual existe

. ence or beatitude of others,

A

(o)

The individual persoh's'direct relationshi? With God is
frequently referred to, but we have already seen that this

direct relationship is not in opposition to the prineciples

hitherto—stateds Furthermore, it is not in opposition to the

<fﬂ”}ﬁi*‘7v_

fact that religion has & social aspect.éh ‘To,inSist that

- T

man has the nature of part does not implj a barrier between
~ God and the inéividual man, Why must either society cf the
universe be‘considered as "intefposed" between man and his
God?65 The orchestra member does not éonsider the orchestra
as an obstacle‘to the attainment of his own extrinSic end;
an army is not'interposéd between the soldier and victory}
 a devoted son does notlconSider the family as coming between

himself and the niother he loves,

De du Bien Commun, PPe25,

553 In Defence of Saint Ihomas, p.L1: "It can surely be only
- because it is impossible to love God as He is in Himself with~
out loving Him in His communicability to others," Ibid., p.71.

63. Charles De Koninck, De la Primautd du B

64, Frank Sheed, Theology and Sanity, p.247.

65. Thomas ESchmann,‘"In Defense of Jacques Haritain,"
Yodern Schoolman, Vol.22, (1945) p.192.
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A moral theory that pos31bly presents an objection
to the conclusion that we must prefer the good of society
to our own private good is the theory that the impulse to
our own good is, in the order of nature, more fundamental : 'g
than the desire of the good of the race.éé "ore funda=~
mental,™ however, must then be accepted in the sénse of

" necessary and prior in time., Moreover, the conclusion _M

itself, that the good of - " -the-race—cannotbe cur fingl end,

is true; yet it is true only because the race has the same
extrinsie final cause that we have, and not because our

good is more fundamental in the sense of being a more

ultimate cause,

A minor difficulty of a somewhat dlfferent nature pre-
sents itself in the notion that love Varies with the cloge~ |
ness we feel towards the one we love.67 Must I‘ggg; society
as closer to myself than I am, in order to love it more?
Mbre'than that, must I feel God's nearness in order to‘give
Him the place He deserves in the order of charity? Then ~
love of God is to be found only in mystical experience,

Our quarrel is with the term "felt" which seems to rule out

66, Michael Cronin,  Science of Ethics
Brothers, Second Ed., 1920, Vol.I,
67. M, C. D’Arcy, Yind and Heart
p.191,

L¢s, New York, Benziger
357, o
Love, New York, 1947,

L

&
of

)
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both God and soeiety as high in the order of love, unless:
of course the word is to be taken as synonymous with known
or understood., :

‘There remains for consideration out of a welter of
cantemperary opinions the persisténtly troublesome notion
that we have referred to in'earlier.sectiéns of this thesis,

namely that g community cannot be real, since it cannot

\ ) ‘ .
glve the glory to God thaﬁ_aﬁ&aint_eanwgive.ég Evenif giv=

ing glory to God were acecepted as the criterion in thig
matter, surely a‘communit& of maﬁy such persons would give
»more glo:y to God. True, such a community would definitely
have supernatural aspects, butfit'was accepted at the oute
set of this thesis that ﬁhe supernatgral_good of one was
better than the natural gocd of many, The‘impcrtant ?oint
here is that inferiorivy doesinot necessarily connote une

~ réaliﬁy. We have already seen that there is strong, even
if not -extensive, current opposition"io the téndency to
consider persons as the only natural beings of importance

in the universe.69 Moreover, there is sometimes vigorously
"

68, Dietrich von Hildebrand, "World Crisis and Human Pere

sonality," Thought, Vol.l6 (1941) p.461, Cf. Etienne Gilson,

fhe Spirit of Medieval Philosoph y Pol58: ", | Tt i
individuals that are truly reaf." _ ‘

69. 5GustaverThibon, "Nova et Vetera=-Primacy of the Person,
Latholie World, Vol,165, (July, 1947) P.365,
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expressed opposiﬁion.to the ideabthat only persons cgh be
lOVed.7O

" There are many other relevant‘or partially relevant
theories that need to be interpreted or refuted, but the
foregoingfones séem typical, So unrelated are some of these,
and so intricately connected are others, that it is diffi=

cult to draw any very precise conclusion concerning all of

them, If, apart from the teachings of the Encyelicals and

of Saint Thomas which we have used in support of our posiw
tion, there are here or there in these sanme writings appar-
ent omissions or implications which have been interpreted

as contrary to it, such an interpretation would entail that

. A\
' the greater natural and supernatural love is for what we

have called the part. Horeover the glorification of the

person as an end, the minimizing of the importance of meme

bership in soclety, the pious desire to bind a man directly

to his God, these or similar principles among modern writers,

70. - Thomas J, Higgins, Se.Jdsy Man gs Man, HMilwaukee, 1950,
P«553t "Some people have said that it is impossible to love
an abstraction, The impossibility fadés before the cold

fact that men do-~even by dying for it." C(f, Jy of 8t, Thomas,
Curs. theol., Solesmes ed., T. IIZ, (In I=m, q.19), dispe2l,

a.0y n.43, p.l23: "Ut sic potest diligi res in universali
et vage, sine aliqua determinatione individui cum ordine tamen
ad individuationem,™ . _ ;
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can also be explained or denied without sacrificing either
the greater natural dilection for society, or the greater
dilection and charity for}the whole of humanity_as opdéred

to Ged,7




CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION .

We have considered love in itself and in its various

kinds, We have seen that in g cdnsideration of the relg-

tlonship between our love for ourselves and our love for

society, love is a benevolent inclinatlou of the will to-

ward a good known by the intellect, The objects are respec-

tively the one who loves, in his true naturenuwherein his

spiritual goods transcend ‘the material ones=eand society,
the conerete whole to which he belongs,

We have particularly studied the love of benevolence

in order to see in what ways it can be greater or less,

We have seen that because of man's utter dependence on God,

it is natural that his greatest love should be directed to
Him, that love is always directed toward God at least in
the sense that the very lovability of any object is but a

participation in the Divine goodness, So the perfection

of the good willed in rational love is dependent on the
hearness of the object to God, although‘the intensity is -
- measured by its nearness to ourselves;

| Then, we have considered what avrational attitude

would be on the part of a human being for the society of

~which he is a part., 4n application of the. principle that
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the common good of the whole is superior to the good of

S a ma e

the part made it apparent that an individual person must
acknowledge his own good to be inferior to the good of
society, except insofar as he is ordered to a good of’a -
hlgher order, MbreQVQr while man may not always and 1n
every way expressly love each hlgher good more than a

lower one, we have seen that Saint Thomas leaves no room

for doubt that, not only is the good of the whole better

.

than the good of the part, bpt that the part naturglly
loves the good of the . whole %ore than itsIOWh‘god&, -

In Chapter IV we tried to see a further reason for
this preference of the part for the whole in the light of
God's creative purpose, ~3Since no individual canzapproach
an adequate reflection of the divine good which God willed’
to manlfest in creation, we see that, because of the multi-
tude and variety of creatures, the intrinsic good of the
universe, the order of its parts, is nearsr and consequgntly
dearer toiGod than the intrinsic good of any individual,
Since man is reasonable only when he loves God mosty SO
he is reasonable only when he loves in the second place
that which is the highest of created goods and the nearest
‘to God, the ﬁhole.of creation. But within that whole of
création, ohly the whole of rationai'creation capable of

possessing God can be loved with a love of benevolence.

et bt i
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It is evident, then, that man cannot escape being a part.
In other words, the only way in which I can rationally

love myself more than soelety is to love myself as ordered

" to a common good which transcends the common good of society,

the extrinsic common good, to which the whole of rational
creation is also ordered,
Finally we were abie to see that these theories harw

- monized with the teachings of those whose authority is

unquestionable, and we were able to reconcile, or at least

' account for diversities, real dr verbal, among contemporary
writers, HNo matter how great the intrinsic dignity conceded
to man, a rational love for himself, whether natural or
supernatural, is primarily due ﬁo his ordination to Géd, the
extrinsie Common Good, to Whom society also is expressly to

be ordered,
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