
     It is to be found in Jacques et Raissa Maritain, Oeuvres complètes, vol. IX (1947-1951),1

Éditions Universitaires, Fribourg, Suisse; Éditions Saint-Paul, Paris, 1990, pp. 323-351.
The essay is dedicated to Charles Journet (in The Range of Reason, the entire book bears
this dedication). Whereas in the English translation, the last note (p. 85) simply indicates
the connections with two texts of Thomas and a text of Cajetan, in the French these texts
are quoted in Latin at some length in that last note (n. 15, pp. 349-351).
     Summa theologiae [henceforth "ST"] 1-2.109.3. Where helpful, we will include the2

pagination of the edition published in 1941 by the Collège dominicain, Ottawa.
     ST 1-2.89.6.3

NATURAL LAW AND THE FIRST ACT OF FREEDOM:
MARITAIN REVISITED

Lawrence Dewan, O.P.
Collège dominicain de théologie et de philosophie

My project here might be called a "fiftieth anniversary" observance. Labelled
"May-June, 1945, at Rome", Maritain's essay: "La dialectique immanente du
premier acte de liberté (notes de philosophie morale)" was originally published
in Nova et Vetera in the autumn of that year. Subsequently it appeared in the
book Raison et raisons (1948), and in English translation as "The Immanent
Dialectic of the First Act of Freedom", in The Range of Reason, Scribners, 1952:
New York, pp. 66-85.1

Maritain himself indicates that this essay is closely tied to two very
important texts of St. Thomas, one on the question: can the human being, by its
natural power, without grace, love God above all?  and the other on: whether2

venial sin can be present in someone along with original sin alone?  He also3

recommends that we read Cajetan's commentary on the latter item.
The first act of freedom has not to do only with natural law. The domain of

morals includes necessarily both universal knowledge and particular knowledge.
Natural law belongs to the realm of the universal. The first act of freedom,
however, is a choice, and thus is the conclusion of a practical 
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     A helpful text is 1-2.76.1: whether ignorance can be the cause of sin? We read:4

... But it is to be considered that reason, in function of two [sorts of]
knowledge [duplicem scientiam] is directive of human acts, viz according
to universal knowledge and according to particular. For, pondering about
things to be done, it uses a sort of syllogism, whose conclusion is the
judgment or choice or operation [iudicium seu electio vel operatio]. But
actions are in singular things. Hence, the conclusion of the operative
syllogism is singular. But a singular proposition is not concluded from a
universal, save through the mediation of some singular proposition; for
example, a man is prohibited from the act of parricide by the fact that he
knows that a father is not to be killed, and by the fact that he knows that this
is his father. Therefore, ignorance of either one can cause the act of
parricide, i.e. either of the universal principle, which is a sort of rule of
reason, and of the particular circumstance. (1130b41-1131a6)

We should, at the very least, consider that the first act of freedom is an act and therefore
in singulars. The natural law, on the other hand, pertains entirely to the domain of the rules
of reason. "A supreme being is to be loved above oneself" is one of the rules. How does
one put oneself ahead of the supreme being? It might include a mistake, in the particular,
about oneself.
     See my "St. Thomas, Our Natural Lights, and the Moral Order", originally published5

in Études maritainiennes - Maritain Studies, 2 (1986), 59-92 [reprinted in Angelicum 67
(1990), 285-307.]

syllogism, including not only knowledge of the universal, but also the knowledge
of the particular which is so important for action.4

However, the doctrine of natural law obviously has much to do with how one
conceives of such a first moment in the moral life. I intend therefore to recall
Maritain's teaching, and to raise some questions about it. I will also look at
Cajetan's comments on Thomas, as Maritain recommended. Maritain, as we shall
see, makes knowledge of God a central feature of the first moment in the moral
life. It is this which primarily interests me, and which touches on our conception
of natural law. I have previously discussed the question: is natural law truly law,
if it is not seen as coming from God?  Thus, in the end I believe that this5

rereading of Maritain's essay will help us frame a more adequate conception of
natural law, even if we do not altogether agree with Maritain in the matter at
hand.

Thomas's Text on Venial Sin
We might begin by recalling the text of Thomas which has most to do with

this issue. It occurs in the ST 1-2, at the very end of the treatment of sin. Thomas
is discussing venial sin, just in itself (q. 89), and he has a series of articles on the
various possible subjects (human souls) in whom such a 
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sin could exist: is someone in the state of original innocence a possible subject?
No. Is an angel, good or bad, a possible subject of venial sin? No. And he
eventually and lastly comes to the very concrete and particular question: can
venial sin exist in someone along with original sin alone, i.e. without mortal sin?
The idea is that when one comes into the world, one has original sin. Can one
then proceed to commit a venial sin, prior to the occurrence of either of two other
events, viz elimination of original sin by one's submission to God, or contraction
of mortal sin by turning away from God? If so, one could have original and
venial sin, but no mortal. If not, not: rather, either one would have no original,
or else one would have original and mortal.

Thomas's reply is that it is impossible that venial sin be in someone along
with original sin and without mortal sin. The reason is that, before one comes to
the age of discretion, the handicap of youth which prohibits the use of reason
excuses from mortal sin; hence, all the more does it provide an excuse for venial
sin, if it happens that one does something which is venial in its very kind.
However, once the use of reason has begun, one is not altogether excused from
venial and mortal sin. However, the first thing which confronts the human being
at that time, as something which must be given thought, is oneself as an object
of deliberation. And if one orders oneself to the appropriate or due end [ad
debitum finem], one obtains through grace the remission of original sin. If one
does not order oneself to the due end, to the extent that at that age one is capable
of discretion, one sins mortally, not doing what it is within one's power to do.
And from that moment on, there will not be venial sin without mortal sin, unless
the whole thing will have been remitted through grace.1

From our point of view, the fascinating thing here is this "due end" for which
one is to act. What does it involve? There is also the concession by Thomas (not
unrelated to the question of the "due end") to the fact that a young person will
not have quite the same command of the situation as an older and more
experienced person.

What is the "due end" which must be envisaged, if one is to be morally
good? Some clue (to put it mildly) is given by the ad 3. The third objection
argues that one can determine the time at which a youth can be the perpetrator
of actual sin. Once that time has come, he can refrain, at least for some brief
space of time, from sinning mortally, for even in really villanous people that
happens. But in that space of time, however brief, he can sin venially. Thus, one
can have venial and original sin, and no mortal sin.

Thomas replies:
... from other mortal sins the youth beginning to have the use of reason
can abstain for some period of time; but from the aforementioned sin of
omission he is not free, unless as soon as he can, 
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     ST 1-2.89.6.ad 3.6

     De malo 7.10.ad 9.7

     See 1-2.76.2, on the obligation upon all to know certain things—"the things of faith,8

the universal precepts of the law"—and the associated sin of omission, if through neglect
one does not know them.

On the sin of omission, generally, see 1-2.71.5: if one is so absorbed in oneself that
one fails to bring God into the picture, when God should be there, then even though one's
positive act is blameless, the very absence of the required act is itself a sin.

he turn himself towards God [se convertat in Deum]. Because the first thing
that occurs to a man having discretion is that he think about himself, towards
which he orders other things as to an end: for the end is prior in intention.
And therefore this is the time regarding which he is obligated by the
affirmative precept of God, in which the Lord says (Zechariah 1.2): "Turn
to me, and I will turn to you."6

From this, it seems clear that the "due end" mentioned in the body of the article
is God himself. One is ordering other things to oneself as to an end, but one is
expected to grasp one's own inferiority to a higher end, and to put oneself at the
service of that higher being.

There is an important parallel to 1-2.89.6 in Thomas's De malo. The objector
argues that the obligation actually to turn towards God falls under an affirmative
precept, and affirmative precepts, though they oblige always [semper = never do
the contrary] nevertheless do not oblige their being carried out at every moment
[ad semper]; therefore, someone does not immediately sin mortally if he does not
actually turn towards God as soon as he has the use of reason, but can at that
time sin venially. Therefore, there can be venial sin with original sin and without
mortal sin. And we get the important answer:

... though affirmative precepts, generally speaking, do not oblige at all
times, nevertheless man, by natural law, is obligated to this, that he be
primarily sollicitous for his own salvation, in accordance with the text
of Matthew 6.33: "Seek first the kingdom of God"; for the ultimate end
naturally occurs in appetite, as the first principles naturally occur firstly
in apprehension: for thus all desires presuppose the desire for the
ultimate end, just as all speculative acts of knowing presuppose the
speculative knowledge of the first principles.7

This makes clear enough that the person is seen either dedicating himself to God,
or else taking himself as ultimate. This, I would hasten to add, is only possible
if some knowledge of the existence of God is possible for the person. If one
commits a sin of omission, the presumption is that the requisite knowledge of
God could have been had.  Moreover, this text makes it clear 8
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     Cf. ST 1.60.3: self-love is natural. Is all natural love self-love? In 1.60.5.obj. 3, the9

argument is that one cannot naturally love God more than oneself, because nature
tends towards itself primarily. Thomas replies that nature does indeed tend towards itself,
though not merely as towards a singular thing, but as regards what is universal in oneself:
one tends to conserve the species even more than one's own individual self. And in this
line, one is even more inclined to favour God, the unqualifiedly universal good. 

In his Quodlibetal Question 1.4.3.ad 3, Thomas answers this in a somewhat
different way. He agrees that as regards being moved, things naturally favour themselves,
but claims that as regards acting, this is not so: fire tends to the upper place in order to
conserve its own being, but it communicates itself to other things, generating more fire, for
the good of the generated thing, and ultimately for the good of the species. This question
is dated, with hesitations, at about 1269 [James Weisheipl, Friar Thomas d'Aquino, Garden
City, NY, 1974: Doubleday, p. 367].
     In an interesting objection in Quodlibetal Question 1.4.3, viz obj. 2, the objector10

argues that to love God more than oneself naturally is the highest preparation of the human
mind for the reception of grace. Hence, if we posit that the human being in the state of
innocence (before the Fall) did not have grace, we must posit that he did not love God
naturally in the required way. To this, Thomas replies (ad 2) that someone would be free
to make use of such natural love (by which one loves God more than oneself) to a greater
or to a lesser extent: only when at its highest would it be the highest preparation for grace.
What I mean to underline is this view of the human moral agent as exercising a freedom
of use regarding the natural inclination. This begins to answer the question: how can one
do other than what pertains to natural inclination?
     I think it is significant that Thomas uses commands cited from Scripture in both the11

ST 1-2.89.6.ad 3 and the De malo 7.10.ad 9. Thomas, I believe because of the weakness
of our natural inclinations (due to original sin, cf. 1-2.85.3), views us as aided with regard
to knowledge of natural law by divine revelation: cf. 1-2.100.3.ad 1, where, speaking of
the two commandments of love of God and neighbor, Thomas says:

... those two precepts are primary and universal precepts of the law of
nature, which are known by virtue of themselves to human reason, either
by nature or by faith...

that it is natural law which directs us here. This relates to the issue being one
which bears on oneself: self-love pertains to natural law.9

One of the questions which we are going to have to put to ourselves here
concerns the notion of natural love. If the object is an object of natural love, how
can we fail to will it, and so how can it possibly pertain to morality, properly so
called, which has to do with free choice?10

For the moment, I have said enough to make clear Thomas's position. The
person engaged in performing the first free act, the first event in the realm of
morality, is envisaged as taught by natural law to turn to God. The question is:
will he do so, or do something else? In this scenario, natural law precepts are
presented as spoken by the very voice of God.  Thus, it is no surprise that 11
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     ST 1-2.9.3, on the will's self-motion. On choice and its object, see 1-2.13.3: the1 2

ultimate end cannot fall under choice in any way (788a19-20); cf. also 1.82.1.ad 2 and ad
3.
     See 1-2.113.prologue.13

     In presenting the initial relation between the divine will and the human will, in the14

realm of grace, Thomas says that our wills are simply moved, not movers (though moved
in a way in harmony with the nature of the will). The will is a mover as regards the exterior
action, but not as regards its own movement. We read:

... [The] first [act is] the interior [act] of the will. And as regards this act,
the will has the role of moved item, God having the role of mover; and
especially [is this the case] when a will begins to will the good, which [will]
previously willed the bad. And so, according as God moves the human
mind [mentem] to this act, one speaks of "operating grace"... (ST 1-2.111.2
[1369b30-36]).

Still, this very "being moved" is described by Thomas as a movement of our free choice
by which we consent, the consent being the effect of grace, i.e. resulting from grace (ibid.
ad 2).

it is called "law". Not only do we have information of what is the right thing to
do, but we have knowledge of this precisely as known to be coming from the
superior who is responsible for the universal common good. This is truly law.2

The Maritain Reading
Let us look over the article from the beginning. I notice the description

Maritain gives of "any first or primal free act" (his italics, p. 66). He says it is the
kind of act the theologians relate to the gratia operans:

... in philosophical terms, an activation coming from God and through
which the will does not make an act proceed from another, but causes a
primal act to surge from its own depths. [66]

This is odd in itself. The will can only move itself as regards choice, i.e. acts
having as their object the ad finem, i.e. the thing ordered towards an end. The
primary act of the will, with respect to the end precisely as end, is not a case of
self-motion. Acts of choice, on the other hand, must be acts that issue from a
prior act.  Maritain must be talking about an act of choice, one which the will12

produces by having already a willing of an end. Thus, we see in 1-2.113.3 that
the very reception of grace, which is the justification of the sinner, and which is
precisely what Thomas calls the effect of gratia operans,   necessarily13 3

incorporates a movement of free choice on the part of the human person, an act
of acceptance of grace. It is God who moves the person's free choice to accept
the grace.  Accordingly, Maritain must mean that the act is the first coming from14

the will as regards choices. I only beg to note that, to 
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     Cf. ST 1-2.8.3.15

     It is more simple than the move from a bad life to a good life, one might say.16

understand such a choice, it is necessary to view it as the effect of an act already
naturally present in the will.15

Maritain explains that it is "for the sake of simplicity" that he is considering
this first act as "exercised by a child". One must wonder about this "simplicity".
It is clear from what he says that Maritain could have taken an adult in whom
such a moral renewal occurs. By taking a child, he puts before us a case on the
borderline between pre-rationality and fully active rationality, where it is hard
to grasp the psychology of the affair. He himself tells us in his first footnote [still
on p. 66] that

... "first act of freedom" is not taken, in this essay, as meaning "first act
in which freedom plays a part"; it refers to a deep-seated
determination—a root-act—in which the person freely commits himself
and which impresses a definite direction upon his life as a person.

Maritain wants a event which is well enough developed in the line of freedom
really to count in the domain of morals. Yet, as we shall see, because he has
chosen to talk about the child, he will constantly be involving himself in obscure
states of mind, absence of reflection, pre-conscious and unconscious acts, etc. All
this does not make for simplicity.  In any case, he says:16

... I am considering the first or primal act of freedom exercised by a child
when, for the first time, he ponders or "deliberates about himself". [66]
Trying to explain this event of deliberation, Maritain tells us that it is not

"discursive" [66], yet there is reflection:
At the root of such an act there is a reflection upon oneself which takes
place in the intellect and answers the question: "What do I live for?" Yet
this reflection is not explicitly signified to the mind, and the question
which it answers is not formulated in clear concepts. This question, on
the contrary, is altogether engaged and involved in a choice whose
immediate object may be a bit of straw, a trifle, but which is pregnant
with a spiritual vitality, a decisive earnestness, a commitment, a gift of
oneself the plenitude of which will not be experienced by adult age
except in rare and miraculous occasions. [67]

There follows the presentation of the example of a "trivial lie", which the child
refuses to tell. To use as an example something which is in itself a venial sin
seems to me very misleading. If it is to make sense, the child himself must be
seen as making a mountain out of a molehill. I.e. the child must be seen as in



Dewan: Maritain and the First Act of Freedom10

     Thinking of what Maritain says about the child and the lie, I note that Thomas talked17

about "ends". Does one order oneself to the due end? Maritain's child seems to contemplate
a lie, to discern its moral repulsiveness, and to refuse to tell it. We do not know why a lie
was a possibility. What was the situation facing the child? What end, i.e. what goal, was
offered? Thus, one might be tempted to lie to avoid being punished for something. The lie
would be seen under the aspect of avoiding pain. If one views oneself as "meant for
pleasure," then the lie would be indicated. However, if one views oneself as "meant to
serve God," then the divine order, the order of divine wisdom, manifested in the order of
nature, would be indicated. Desirable as avoiding pain certainly is, the telling of a lie is not
permissable, since words are naturally apt to manifest the truth which is the perfection of
our mind. 

However, what troubles me with this example is that it takes a moral expert to see
that telling a lie in a trivial matter (other things being equal) is a violation of the moral
order worth considering at all. At the very least, it would be better to take as an example:
"My parents have forbidden lying, and it would be wrong to disobey!" Even then, it would
be better if the command of the parents were one which bore on a more serious 

error, having an erroneous conscience. Or else, the example is really even more
incidental to what is going on than that!

As we have said, Maritain himself tells us in a footnote at the very end of the
paper that the essay is "connected" with 1-2.89.6, on whether one can possibly
have a venial sin on one's soul together with original sin, without ever having
committed a mortal sin. Thomas is explaining that this cannot happen, because
the first event in the moral life either rids one of original sin or involves one in
mortal sin. Thus, venial sin can only exist later than mortal sin. That is why
Thomas is led to confront us with the case of the child entering into the moral
life. Thomas himself did not get into the case of the child merely because of "any
first act of freedom", whether in an adult or a child. He did not select the case of
the child for the sake of "simplicity". He had to discuss it because of the problem
of original sin and the difficulties of the particular theological question he was
confronted with. In any case, he means to consider a child who really is
confronted with a problem of mortal sin. The object of the discussion is how the
child is going to orient his life. Will the child order all else merely to himself, or
will he order himself to a higher being? No matter what else the child may be
thinking about, this is the focal issue.

In Maritain's scenario, the child "refrains from telling a lie, because lying is
wrong. It would not be right to tell a lie. That would not be good." [67, his
italics] What we have here is a focus on goodness, and thus we are told:

When he thinks: "It would not be good to do this," what is confusedly
revealed to him, in a flash of understanding, is the moral good, with the
whole mystery of its demands. (67)17
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matter than a "trivial lie". That is why Cajetan's reference to a temptation in matters of
sexual passion is more suitable. This is serious matter in all its manifestations.
     We should note that "hearing the voice of God" is the precise formal feature of what18

Thomas calls the act of "faith", the Christian virtue. See 2-2.2.2, on the act of faith as
"believing God" [credere Deo], i.e. as believing the one who is speaking to us; this is the
"formal intelligible aspect of the object" [formalis ratio obiecti] of faith. Cf. also
Commentary on ROMANS c. 4, lect 1 (on 4.3: "Abraham believed God...")
     On this "non-legal" conception of natural law on Maritain's part, which I contrast with19

that of Suarez, see our endnote #2.

Maritain moves us from the grasp of the good to a "whole mystery" which is
revealed with it. 

Again, while Maritain suggests that some rare people [68] may have a
memory of such a moment, it is for the most part not remembered:

... he has answered the question "What do you live for?" He will not
remember this event any more than the day when, in the midst of images,
the life of reason and of universal ideas awakened in him. For what took
place was not a philosophical discovery of his ego, but a spontaneous
reflection involved in a practical process whose object was not, by any
means, extraordinary or exceptional; and it is toward the object, not the
event which goes on within himself, that the attention of the child is
always turned. [67-68, my italics]

I must say that I do not here recognize the mental life of the child I have myself
been. What goes on in one's moral self is an object which children coming of age
in morals might be thought to take an interest in. Nor is it easy to recognize in
what Maritain describes the situation proposed by Thomas in 1-2.89.6.

One difficulty we might mention is that Thomas finds it appropriate to view
the child as faced with the voice of God issuing a command.  Maritain (and not18

merely because of the difference between philosophy and theology) wishes to
have the child say to itself (however non-conceptually): "it would not be good
to do this". The difference probably relates to Maritain's conception of the
natural law as pure product of divine reason rather than as expression of the
divine will, and as known through inclination, not through concepts.  It does19

also relate, we might concede, to Cajetan speaking, as we shall see, of acting for
the bonum honestum.

In any case, we have now before us something of what Maritain wishes to
consider. In section II of his paper, entitled "The Implications of the First Act of
Freedom," we get what Maritain calls the act's "immanent dialectic". Having
placed the emphasis on the implicit rather than the explicit, Maritain now wishes
to explore that hidden domain. How else can he do this, save by 
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     p. 68 (French, p. 326). This, again, is one of those approaches which seem only to20

encourage the accusation of "mysticism". What is meant here by transcending the
empirical? We really need some idea of how the mind arrives (by natural process) at the
idea of the good. Cf. my "Our Natural Lights" paper, concerning 1.16.4.ad 2.
     It seems to us that law is law only when known as coming from the proper authority.21

Thus, law cannot be known as law before its source is known. Of course, Maritain may
simply be using the term "law" to indicate the object of knowledge somehow.

looking at the intelligible necessities involved in any act of moral importance,
as found in adults, and reading them into the hidden area?

We note that "immanent dialectic" is taken as equivalent to "secret
dynamism" [68]. It is presented as having three "implications". The first is that
the intellect knows the distinction between good and evil, and knows that the
good ought to be done because it is good. Maritain here stresses the
transcendence of this grasp over the whole order of empirical convenience and
desire.20

Secondly, this in turn implies that there is:
... an ideal and indefectible order of proper consonance between our
activity and our essence, a law of human acts transcending all facts. [68-
69, his italics]
This is the second implication, and I say it is "in turn" implied by the first,

because Maritain himself derives it from the first, by pointing out that the first
surpasses the empirical and concerns what ought to be [68].

The third implication is presented in a much longer paragraph than the other
two and seems to move through a few stages itself. Maritain sees the law he has
mentioned as depending on a superior reality. He says:

Such a law carries in the world of actual existence the requirements of
an order that depends on a reality superior to everything and which is
Goodness itself—good by virtue of its very being, not by virtue of
conformity with anything distinct from itself. Such a law manifests the
existence of a Separate Good transcending all empirical existence and
subsisting per se, and subsists primarily in this Separate Good. [69, his
capitals]

We must pay close attention to this claim, that the second implication is law, and
that the third is its requiring a Separate Good in which it primarily exists.21

Certainly we would agree that the order of goodness requires the existence
of subsisting Goodness. The questions I would have are: what sort of knowledge
we should attribute to the moral debutant, and whether we are willing the
goodness of this Good as a subsisting good, i.e. as a good thing for which we
will good things. Do we have a friendly love for the subsisting 
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     Cf. ST 1.60.3 and 1-2.26.4.22

     ST 1.2.3.23

Good?  Such a love is necessary for the true moral goodness. The Good must22

be a person and must be treated as that for the sake of which we ourselves exist.
We must be putting ourselves at the service of the Good.

Maritain thusfar has been speaking of the good, and thus not of a person in
the way we usually think of a person. This is somewhat because he thinks that
we see this higher being in our very contemplation of the goodness of good
actions. Maritain is following somewhat the line of thinking we find in Thomas's
Fourth Way (of proving the existence of a God), where one concludes to the
existence of a maximal good, starting from the vision of the order of goods in
hierarchy.  On the other hand, a "law" is something which might put us more on23

the path of the Fifth Way, where government reveals a Mind which stands at the
origin of universal government.

But we begin to come to such a conclusion as Maritain continues to talk. He
says that we can only make such a total commitment if the Separate Good is both
the Good and my Good. This leads him to speak of the natural root of such a
choice. We read:

The initial act which determines the direction of life and which—when
it is good—chooses the good for the sake of the good, proceeds from a
natural élan which is also, undividedly, an élan by which this very same
act tends all at once, beyond its immediate object, toward God as the
Separate Good in which the human person in the process of acting,
whether he is aware of it or not, places his happiness and his end. Here
we have an ordainment which is actual and formal, not virtual—but in
merely lived act (in actu exercito), not in signified act—to God as
ultimate end of human life. [69]

Thus, Maritain begins here by speaking of the naturalness, and the "mineness"
we might say, of the Good, but then eases into the identification of the Good with
God. This is not unexpected, but does it really do justice to the situation?

Does the distinction between lived act and "signified act" (by which he
means a conceived act) really do the trick? Certainly such notions as "confusion"
seem servicable, but I wonder how much of this really should be called "pre-
conceptual".

In any case, Maritain concludes the section in which he presents the three
implications constituting the "immanent dialectic" or "secret dynamism" by
saying that while these implications "are not disclosed to the intellect" of the
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     For "bonum honestum", which means something like "the intrinsically lovable", the24

unqualifiedly "good," the good which is "honored"; see ST 1.5.6. The expression can be
used transcendentally, or as limited to the human good. It is distinguished from the "good"
which means the useful as such, and from the "good" which means the delectable as such.

child, the child nevertheless has them in his first deliberation, in which he has an
"explicit idea, no matter how confused" of the bonum honestum [69].24

Section III is entitled "A Non-Conscious Knowledge of God". In it we have
at least two accounts. First, we have what is pretty much a restatement of what
we have seen, but making more definite the sort of knowledge of God which is
of the essence of the situation, and indeed distinguishing it from another sort of
knowledge of God which is not relevant. None of this is to be identified
altogether with the knowledge of the moral good and bad. Thus we read:

In his first act of freedom... the child does not think explicitly of God, or
of his ultimate end. He thinks of what is good and of what is evil. But by
the same token he knows God, without being aware of it. He knows God
because, by virtue of the internal dynamism of his choice of the good for
the sake of the good, he wills and loves the Separate Good as ultimate
end of his existence. Thus, his intellect has of God a vital and non-
conceptual knowledge which is involved both in the practical notion
(confusedly and intuitively grasped, but with its full intentional energy),
of the moral good as formal motive of his first act of freedom, and in the
movement of his will toward this good and, all at once, toward the Good.
The intellect may already have the idea of God and it may not yet have
it. The non-conceptual knowledge which I am describing takes place
independently of any use possibly made or not made of the idea of God,
and independently of the actualization of any explicit and conscious
knowledge of man's true last End. [69-70]

We see that the child has a notion, such as it is, of the good and the bad. He has
no notion, as regards this act of freedom, of God, but knows God by virtue of
both the notion aforementioned and the movement of the will. The extent to
which we are asked to set aside conceptual knowledge of God here is
remarkable. If it is not "in the way", i.e. an impediment, it is certainly not
appropriate as a help or as furthering the process of which Maritain wishes to
speak.

We come now to a slightly lengthier paragraph in which we are given many
more hints that the will is doing much work here for the intellect. I note that this
paragraph begins: "In other words..." We read:

In other words, the will, hiddenly, secretly, obscurely moving (when no
extrinsic factor stops or deviates the process) down to the term of 
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      See 1-2.19.3.obj. 2 and ad 2; and 2-2.47.6, in its entirety. In the former text, the2 5

objector, basing himself on Aristotle, EN 6.2 [1139a29], attempts to say that the goodness
of practical reason depends more on goodness of will, than vice versa. 

the immanent dialectic of the first act of freedom, goes beyond the
immediate object of consciousness and explicit knowledge (the moral good
as such); and it carries with itself, down to that beyond, the intellect, which
at this point no longer enjoys the use of its regular instruments, and, as a
result, is only actualized below the threshold of reflective consciousness, in
a night without concept and without utterable knowledge. [70, his italics]

We see here that it is more than a hint we are being given of the role of the will.
Far more, it would seem, than the notion of moral goodness itself, it is the will
which takes us beyond notions to encounter God. For, indeed, it is God who is
the "beyond" which has been mentioned; thus Maritain continues:

The conformity of the intellect with this transcendent object: the
Separate Good (attainable only by means of analogy) is then effected by
the will, the rectitude of which is, in the practical order, the measure of
the truth of the intellect. God is thus naturally known, without any
conscious judgment, in and by the impulse of the will striving toward the
Separate Good, whose existence is implicitly involved in the practical
value acknowledged to the moral good. No speculative knowledge of
God is achieved. This is a purely practical knowledge of God, produced
in and by the movement of the appetite towards the moral good precisely
considered as good. The metaphysical content with which it is pregnant
is not grasped as a metaphysical content, it is not released. It is a purely
practical, non-conceptual and non-conscious knowledge of God, which
can co-exist with a theoretical ignorance of God. [70]

Maritain says that this is the typical case which moral philosophy must consider,
since it sees things "in the perspective of the most natural and most spontaneous
development of moral life within us." [70-71]

What we must note, in the above account, is the role of the argument about
the rectitude of the will as "the measure of the truth of the intellect" in the
practical order. What does this mean, and, in its true meaning can it really be
used to make the argument Maritain wishes to make about the power of the will
to lead the mind to God? The rectitude of appetite as measure of truth has to do
with judgment about things which we order towards ends, not as regards the ends
themselves. The ends are proposed by reason, taken as prior to will. The appetite
does not prescribe or propose the end. Rather, it tends towards the end prescribed
by natural reason.  Natural reason is prior to appetite. 25
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Thomas replies:
... the Philosopher is there speaking of the practical intellect inasmuch as
it is conciliative and ratiocinative concerning those things which are
ordered towards the end; for thus it is perfected by prudence. And for those
things which are for the end, rightness of reason consists in conformity with
the appetite for the due end. Nevertheless, the appetite itself for the due end
presupposes correct apprehension regarding the end [rectam
apprehensionem de fine], which is through reason.

     Thomas de Vio, Cardinal Cajetan, O.P. (b. 1468, d. 1534). His commentary on the ST,26

dating from the 1490's, is printed in the Leonine edition of that work. He taught
metaphysics at Padua, theology at Pavia (1497-99), was Master General of the Dominican
Order (1508), Cardinal in 1517.

Thus, I maintain that Maritain is making the will do something that it cannot and
should not be asked to do.

The Cajetan Account
Maritain himself advises us to read Cajetan's commentary on 1-2.89.6, the

text on venial and original sin.  In Cajetan's para. VI, the objector poses a26

question about the meaning of Thomas's statement: "the first thing which at that
time it occurs to a man to think about is deliberating about oneself." Is it about
a fact or about a duty [de facto, an de debito]? Is it that this thought, just as a
matter of fact, does occur to the person beginning to have the use of free choice?
Or is it simply something he should think about? He raises many difficulties for
either reading, but it will be sufficient for us to see what they elicit from Cajetan.

Cajetan, in paragraph VII, replies that the words of the text are to be
understood not merely as regards a duty, but as regards a fact; and they are to be
taken as referring to oneself in a way as an end, and in a way as for an end. To
make this clear, it is to be noted that in the first occurring end there are two
features to be found: [1] that which is appetitively sought [quod appetitur] and
[2] the one for whom it is appetitively sought [cui appetitur]. The first is loved
with a concupiscible love, and the second with a friendly love. Cajetan here
makes reference to Aristotle [EN 8.2 (1155b23)] and Thomas [In EN 8.2 (1554)]:
each one loves the good proper to himself. And, further, the friendly relations
with one's neighbor arise from one's friendly relations with oneself [EN 9.4
(1166a1); Thomas 9.4 (1797)]. This being so, says Cajetan, the first one for
whom good things are sought [primum cui appetitur] is oneself who does the
seeking [est ipsemet appetens]. And because the item concupiscibly sought is
ordered to the one loved by friendly love, and not the converse, therefore the first
end, unqualifiedly so called, occurring to the one seeking, 
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     Here and later, Cajetan uses this word "praecipue", which certainly signifies2 7

preeminence. Is he avoiding saying that the boy loves himself primarily? One would
think that the boy should not be said to love himself primarily, since he is supposed to love
God more than himself, and this is natural.

is himself, who is the end of all objects of concupiscible love, towards which all
concupiscible objects are naturally ordered. Therefore, since the end is first in
intention, and the youth himself is the first one loved by friendly love, for whom
he loves concupiscibly de facto, it is necessary that the first thing de facto
occurring to the boy's will is himself, to whom he orders the other
concupiscibles.

This natural occurrence having been completed, by which the boy naturally
wills for himself the good and happiness, it follows that he immediately,
concerning the especially loved thing [de praecipue amato]  which he now27

faces—that is, concerning himself—is sollicitous what ought to be sought for
him: on that depends what is to be done, what is to be cared about
[sollicitandum], what is to be suffered, and whatever else lies within his power.
And because he is more loved, as regards his very self [secundum seipsum], than
himself as regards his parts or his partial intelligible aspects, the consequence is
that the first thing calling for the youth's attention [primum solicitans puerum]
is to deliberate what for himself taken as a whole—not in this or that respect—is
to be sought [appetendum]. But this is to deliberate about himself and to order
himself to an end: because that which for himself especially loved [praecipue
amato], taken as a whole, is to be sought is the end towards which he himself is
ordered [finis ad quem ipse ordinatur]. Hence, if he judges as what is to be
sought for himself the unqualified good, considered confusedly [bonum
honestum in confuso], as at that age is normal [ut aetas illa consuevit], he has
deliberated well concerning himself, locating his end in true happiness, though
imperfectly and inchoatively; no more is required from a youth [a puero]. But
if not, he will be guilty of omission, as is said in ad 3.

The idea, as I see it here, is that true love of oneself will reveal to oneself that
one's own good is to love God more than oneself. It does not matter that one
naturally loves oneself first in time, if eventually one loves God more than
oneself. Of course, if at first one loved oneself as supremely lovable, that would
already include a view of what there is, and the decision to put oneself first.

The primary difficulty I see is that Cajetan seems to take natural love for
oneself as necessarily first in time. He uses as basis for this the doctrine that the
lovables which are with respect to another are derived from the lovables which
are with respect to oneself, i.e. the doctrine of Aristotle which Thomas uses in
ST 1.60.3.sed contra, in asserting that we love ourselves by natural 
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love. However, in 1.60.5.ad 1, it appears to me to be clear that this does not
apply to the relation of oneself to God. Is there any reason why, in coming to
consider oneself rationally, one should not appear to oneself as "for an end"?
Thus, one's first act of love would be one of friendship for God.

Furthermore, Cajetan does not bring God in at all. He limits the case to
seeking the bonum honestum. It is not clear that this satisfies Thomas's doctrine.
It would be a concupiscible good, unless it is held to take one beyond oneself,
as in "doing justice." Is that viewed as presupposing a higher mind?

Cajetan now, at para. VIII, goes back to the objections which were made
against the argument. It was said: if the meaning is that in fact one just does
think of oneself and deliberates about oneself, then it is false: "good" is what
occurs to us first; and the supposed reason for saying we deliberate about
ourselves—namely that the end is first in intention, and we are the end to which
other things are ordered—is an inadequate reason, because it is false that we are
the end, since we are ordered to an end. And also it is false because given that we
are the end, we need not deliberate about the end. To all this, Cajetan replies.
Indeed, the argument does necessarily conclude that in fact one encounters
oneself as an end loved by friendship when firstly one has concupiscible love for
the good. Because every concupiscibly loved item is so sought for someone, and
since it is evidently not for another, it therefore is for oneself.

Similarly, it is proved that he as a matter of fact encounters himself as a thing
about which to deliberate [ut deliberabilis], as regards the real order of things
[quantum est ex rerum ordine], because he is the especially loved thing
[praecipue amatus]. And because the order of things at that time has not been
misdirected by sin, accordingly as regards what is encountered, the factual series
follows the order of nature. But it is true that the will does not necessarily accept
that encounter, but rather can fail to think [non cogitare] and can omit, as is said
in the text.

Hence, also, no difficulty arises from the fact that the good or happiness
[bonum aut beatitudo] occurs to him first, because they both occur as
concupiscible items. Nor is there difficulty in the fact that he encounters himself
first as an end. Indeed, from this we derive the reason that it is not a merely
arbitrarily asserted point: because the end is the especially loved item [praecipue
amatus], and concerning it first of all solicitousness follows; and thus, from its
being the end loved by friendly love [esse finem amatum amicitia], there follows
its being the primary deliberable item [esse primum deliberabile]; for it is in such
a way an end, that it can be for another end [est enim sic finis, quod potest esse
ad alium finem]. And because of that, it is not false that it is an end, and it is not
at odds with the conclusion.
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     Cf. SCG 3.38.28

Thinking back to what Maritain proposed, I am struck by the extent to which
Cajetan was focusing on the encounter with oneself as an object of deliberation.
Maritain does not have even this much explicit reflection. Rather, he presents an
entirely other-directed mind with all sorts of significant events taking place in the
background psyche of the child. Cajetan does not expect anybody to remember
the event either, but it is a very different sort of event than Maritain is describing.
Also, Cajetan does us the service of using the distinction between concupiscible
and friendly love.

One can agree with Cajetan's view that in the first act of freedom one must
be seeking the good and happiness as concupiscible goods. The crucial issue is
how one views oneself. If, as he says, one sees oneself as for an end, then one
can proceed to an act which actually favours the end over one's own individual
self. Cajetan limits the end envisaged to the bonum honestum in confuso. It
seems to me that since the natural love we have is an intellective love for God,
as common good of all reality, even the beginner must have a natural knowledge
of God, though a confused knowledge. This requires a natural reasoning
process,  but that is not a telling objection.28

The Natural Law and the First Act of Freedom
As we said earlier, the first act in question involves more than natural law.

Natural law pertains to the universal knowledge needed for morals, whereas the
first act takes the form of a practical syllogism, including both universal and
particular knowledge. We might try to indicate what some of the premises in
such syllogizing might be. Thomas's law: "turn to me", said by God to the human
being, means that, universally, "the human being ought to turn to God as to an
ultimate end" is a primary law facing the moral agent. This is equivalent to
saying that the first and common principle of natural law is "the human being
ought to love God above oneself". Obviously this contains much other
knowledge, such as the superiority of God over the human being, and the
appropriateness for the inferior to be subject to the superior. "Act is prior to and
better than potency," as the metaphysician would say.

What might be a particular premise? Here, it is necessary that the agent think
of himself, and see the universal as applying to himself. "I am a human being,
and the law applies to me." The conclusion will be the act of self-dedication to
God.

If we try to see what might happen in the person who sins, failing to turn to
God, we should first consider that, here too, we have present the universal
premise just seen: "the human being ought to love God above oneself." The
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     ST 1-2.94.4 (1228a11-14); cf. 1-2.100.3.ad 1, concerning particularly the2 9

commandment to love God and neighbour.
     ST 2-2.25.7, on how the bad human being loves himself, i.e. taking as primarily3 0

"oneself" the corporeal and sensitive nature, rather than the rational mind (which is truly
primary).
     ST 1-2.77.2, in toto.31

     Perhaps this is why Cajetan can view the person who finds the bonum honestum32

lovable as sufficiently on the right track: it already requires that one has resisted the sort
of "self-seeking" which is associated with sensual comfort. The bonum honestum, which
locates one in a true society, taking one out of oneself as this bodily being, is the first step
on the road to God.
     A very interesting text in this regard is 1-2.84.4, on why the capital sins, i.e. the most33

immediately inviting sins, are the ones they are; one suggestion of Thomas is as follows:
... Or another [line of thinking]. The good especially moves the appetite by
the fact that it participates in something of what is proper to happiness, for
which all naturally have appetite. Now, there belongs to its nature firstly
some perfection, for happiness is perfect good; and to this pertains
excellence or lustre [claritas], which pride or vainglory seeks. To its nature
secondly belongs self-sufficiency, which avarice seeks in the riches which
promise it. Thirdly, delectation pertains to its condition, without which
there can be no happiness ... and gluttony and lust seek this. (1174a46-b7)

natural law is known to all, particularly in its first and most common principles.29

However, if we look for the sources of sin, we should think first, not of the
universal premise, but of the particular. How does the person view himself?30

The root difficulty begins in the sensitive appetite, in the passions of the
sensitive appetite. These can affect the imagination and the estimation one has
of oneself, and this in turn affects the conception one has of oneself as a free
agent.  One must see perfection, happiness, in the fulfilment of oneself as a31

sentient being.  Thus, we have a particular premise such as "I should get all the32

pleasure I can".33

Still pursuing the sinful syllogism, we turn to the universal. There are such
extremely universal considerations as "one should order to the end all the things
which will bring about the end". But there are also such things as "a human being
should do those things which foster his own being and perfection". This, taken
in combination with our particular: "I, the human being, find being and
perfection in pleasure." leads to the conclusion that this pleasure here is to be
sought, all things being equal. Because of the power of 
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     Cf. 1-2.77.2.ad 1, on the power of the particular knowledge in practical matters; also,34

ad 4, on the syllogizing of the incontinent person; also 1-2.77.4, on inordinate self-love as
the root of sin. The text of 1-2.77.2.ad 4 should be noted, as the basis for what we are
saying:

... he who has universal knowledge is impeded because of passion lest he
be able to take [a particular premise] under that universal, and [thus] come
to a conclusion; but he assumes [the particular] under another universal
premise which the inclination of passion will suggest, and concludes under
it. Thus, Aristotle says in Ethics 7 [1147a24] that the syllogism of the
incontinent person has four propositions, two [being] universals: one of
which belongs to reason, e.g. "no fornication is to be committed"; the other
belongs to passion, e.g. "pleasure is to be pursued". But passion binds
reason lest it assume and conclude under the first; hence, during it [the
passion], it assumes and concludes under the second.

     Cf. ST 1-2.1.6: everything a human being wills is and can only be willed for some3 5

ultimate end.
     The ultimate end itself is never the proper object of choice. It is rather oneself and36

one's own acts that one chooses to order to this or that end. See ST 1-2.13.3: the ultimate
end itself cannot fall under choice in any way (788a19-20).

the particular premise, one neglects or omits the universal premise concerning
God.34

The entire issue is: where has the ultimate end been located? The sin we are
seeing is one of omission. In the very moment of entering into the moral
universe, one must be declaring an ultimate end.  One has the possibility of35

locating that ultimate end in God.  To act at that moment merely for pleasure is36

to locate the ultimate end in pleasure. This is an event which involves a view of
oneself as perfected essentially by such pleasure.

Now that we have at least tried to formulate these syllogisms, I would like
to turn more directly towards the natural law as involved in this. Maritain
certainly saw the need for knowledge of God in the case of the first act of
freedom, a knowledge he presented as stemming from the will. Cajetan seems to
be content with a seeking of the bonum honestum. Nevertheless, Thomas
Aquinas speaks of natural law as requiring us to turn to God. I wish to explore
further what this means in the context of Thomas's own writings.

In the De malo text quoted earlier, it is notable that Thomas makes a parallel
between the first principles of apprehension and the natural appetite. The
ultimate end naturally occurs in appetite. Should we then be featuring appetite,
inclination, in our discussion of natural law? Is natural law more a matter of
inclination than of cognition? Can we put inclination and cognition together in
the formula "knowledge through inclination"? Can the inclination 
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     Cf. ST 1.60.5 (366a50-53):37

... the natural inclination in those things which are not [endowed] with
reason demonstrates the natural inclination in the will of the intellectual
nature.

     See especially ST 1-2.62.3, the theory of the theological virtues and how it is3 8

developed:
... the theological virtues order man to supernatural beatitude in a way
similar to the way man is ordered to the end connatural to him by natural
inclination. Now, this occurs in function of two [factors]. Firstly, in
function of intellect or reason, inasmuch as it contains the first universal
principles known to us through the natural light of the intellect, from which
reason proceeds whether

in theoretical or in practical matters. Secondly, by the rightness of the will naturally tending
towards the good of reason... (1036a26-38, my italics)
     We recall Maritain's reference in A Preface to Metaphysics, (London: Sheed and3 9

Ward, 1948), p. 88, to suggest that the being which metaphysics talks about is hidden in
light. He refers to Edgar Allen Poe's story, The Purloined Letter. The letter was hidden by
being left in plain view. It was too "self-evident" to be seen.
     ST 2-2.47.15:40

... prudence includes knowledge of the universals and the singular
operables,

itself be the informant as to what natural law is? We certainly see Thomas use
natural inclinations to teach us something about natural law. Thomas will present
natural inclinations in sub-human things in order to argue the naturalness of
certain inclinations in man.  Nevertheless, Thomas's primary doctrine37

concerning inclination is that it presupposes cognition. The cognition need not
be in the being which has the inclination, but in the case of what is proper to the
human being, the inclination is preceeded by cognition: natural inclination is
based on natural cognition. One may well say that the inclination has a cognitive
dimension, but that dimension has priority within the whole.  Thus, I maintain38

that Thomas's natural inclinations, as presented in 1-2.94.2, presuppose natural
knowledge. The knowledge is completed in inclination, since it is practical
knowledge, and the intellect cannot be practical save as natural principle of
appetite.

This means, then, that the inclinations of which Thomas speaks, and which
are useful as signs as we reflect on the natural knowledge (the knowledge itself
is so self-evident that it is hardly noticed),  help us to focus upon definite natural39

lights: inclinations presuppose lights.
There is no doubt that there is a kind of echo effect which reinforces our

knowledge. The lights are in a very friendly setting, inasmuch as they have
inclinations attendent upon them. The moral universals are a more connatural
knowledge than the theoretical universals.40
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to which the prudent person applies the universal principles. Therefore, as
regards the universal knowledge, there is the same intelligible situation
[ratio] regarding prudence and speculative science. Because the first
universal principles of both are naturally known... save that the common
principles of prudence are more connatural to man: for, as the Philosopher
says in Ethics 10, "the life which is contemplative is better than the life
which is human". But the other posterior universal principles, whether they
be of speculative or of practical reason, are not had by nature, but by
discovery, along the path of experience, or by learning from a teacher.
(1676b39-1677a5, my italics)

     Most recently, cf. William E. May, "Germain Grisez on Moral Principles and Moral41

Norms: Natural and Christian" [to appear in a Grisez Festschrift edited by Robert George]:
"St. Thomas has provided an illustrative, not taxative list of such goods in Summa
theologiae 1-2.94.2." [typescript, pp. 9-10, my italics]. See also my paper: "Jacques
Maritain and the Philosophy of Co-operation", in (ed.) Michel Gourgues et Gilles-D.
Mailhiot, L'Altérité. Vivre ensemble différents, Montréal et Paris, 1986: Bellarmin et Cerf,
pp. 109-117, at pp. 115-116.
     Benedict M. Ashley, O.P., "What is the End of the Human Person? The Vision of God42

and Integral Human Fulfilment", in (ed.) Luke Gormally, Moral Truth and Moral
Tradition, Dublin, Four Courts Press, 1994, pp. 68-96, at p. 83:

... Aquinas... enumerated at least four basic goods of life, family, society,
and truth. [his italics]

He refers us to 1-2.94.2 (and also mentions Summa contra gentiles 3.129). At p. 86, he
says:

But I prefer Aquinas' separation of the physical and the reproductive good,
since the reproductive good pertains to the species and not just the
individual....

My complaint is merely that the threefold order is somewhat buried, and that the first level
is not understood adequately. I contend that it is not just limited to the individual as an
individual.

Let us come to the text of 1-2.94.2, in which we are presented with the first
precept of natural law, and with the order of the subsequent precepts, based on
the order of natural inclinations. The extent to which the doctrine of order in this
article has been obscured is remarkable. Thus, interpreters such as Grisez, May,
and Finnis have denied the moral significance of the presented order.  Even41

Benedict Ashley, while insisting on an order, has, I believe, missed the true
interpretation. He speaks of four basic goods, and this in the teeth of the three
levels of inclination which are presented. He sees the first level as exclusively
concerned with the preservation of the individual.42

I have long maintained that the first level of inclination spoken of by Thomas
should rather be considered in terms of the great universality it has. It pertains
to all substances as such. Thus, it has not to do merely with the 
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     In Sent. 4.33.1.1, where Thomas asked whether polygamy is against the natural law,43

he simply presented a division in terms of genus and species, with no mention of the first
level at all. He did also mention a level proper to the Christian believer alone, but that has
no relevance for the present discussion.

individual as an individual. It rather has to do with the being and well-being of
being as such. It is the inclination of the creature as a creature. This is the
inclination which is present in each thing, but present in that thing according to
the proper mode of being of the thing. Thus we read:

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

This should not be read, for example, as though it did not include the tendency
to reproduction, by which the species is preserved. The second level of
inclination to which St. Thomas refers, the more special one, concerns what man
has in common with the other animals, such as male-female relations and the
upbringing of offspring. This is not just reproduction, but a special setting for
reproduction.

Each thing has inclination for its own preservation, not only as to the
individual, but as to the species.  Thus, I maintain that the best commentary on4

the first level of inclination in 1-2.94.2 is 1.60.1-5, in which we have detailed
discussion of the natural love found in angels and human beings. We see that the
inclination common to all substances is a natural love for itself as an individual,
and even more for its species, and still more again for the author of being, God
himself. In this respect, one should notice that in 1-2.94.2, the third level of
inclination, concerning what is proper to the human species, does not speak of
love of God, but of knowledge concerning God. It mentions our desire to know
the truth concerning God. It is the desire to know which is being considered, an
inclination not found in all substances. The precept he formulates in its
connection is: "avoid ignorance". Love of God, on the other hand, is presented
everywhere in Thomas's writings as present in every substance as such, and
indeed such that every being loves God naturally more than it loves itself. It is
this domain of what might be called "transcendental inclination" which is being
referred to in the first place in 1-2.94.2. The other two sorts of inclination are
clearly relative to the genus and the species.43

I see two main questions to be posed about this reading of the natural law
principles. Firstly, how does this law of love for God work (the true nature of
human life is love of God by mind and will), in a doctrine such as Thomas's,
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     Commentary on the PSALMS, a report of his lectures on Psalms 1-54 by Reginald of44

Piperno, done in Naples 1272-1273. There is no published English translation. I used the
text printed in Opera, Venice, 1745: Bettinelli, t. I.
     The Latin in the edition runs:45

Ex ore infantium et lactentium perfecisti laudem propter inimicos tuos; ut
destruas inimicum et ultorem;
Quoniam videbo caelos tuos, opera digitorum tuorum, lunam et stellas, quae
tu fundasti.

where knowledge of the existence of God is the result of a reasoning process?
Can God's existence be known even before we have the idea of the good? Or
soon after? And secondly, if we have a natural love for God, is it not then
necessary that we love God? Can we really do otherwise?

Surely the question about knowledge of God requires, first, that we
distinguish between the demonstrations of the philosophers and the spontaneous
reasoning of the common man, who naturally follows a certain line of thinking.
Our best references to this in Thomas Aquinas's writings are in three places. I
include two in the endnotes, as they are the best known. The third occurs in his5

Commentary on the PSALMS.  It is in the commentary on the following verses of44

psalm 8:
... Out of the mouth of infants and of nurselings you have perfected
praise because of your foes; that you might destroy the enemy and the
avenger.
Because I will see the heavens, the work of your fingers, the moon and
the stars, which you have established.45

There had previously been mention of the majesty of God. Thus, Thomas says:
Then, when he says: Out of the mouth [ex ore], he shows that it [the
majesty of God] is maximally manifest. And firstly he shows the
manifestness; secondly the reason for it, there [where he says]: Because
I will see [Quoniam videbo].

That it is manifest he proves: because that is manifest which is
placed within [inditum] all, no matter how simple [they are], as by a sort
of natural knowledge [quasi quadam naturali cognitione]. For there are
two sorts of men who follow natural and right instinct [naturalem et
rectum instinctum], viz the simple and the wise. That the wise know God
is no great matter; but that the simple do is [a great matter]. But there are
some who pervert the right instinct, and these people reject knowledge
of God. Cf. Ps. 81: They have not known, i.e. they willed not to know,
nor have they understood etc. Cf. Job. 22: They have said to God: Go
away from us; we do not want your ways. But God has brought it about
that through them, i.e. through the 
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     Clearly the presentations in the SCG and the In Psalm. relate to Thomas's "fifth way"46

of proving the existence of God (ST 1.2.3). It is also notable that it is this line of thinking,
purpose as opposed to chance as a source of the cosmos, which is presented in Thomas's
popular sermons on the Apostles' Creed, concerning the existence of a God. Cf. In
Symbolorum Apostolorum expositio, in Opuscula theologica, t. II, ed. R. Spiazzi, O.P.,
Rome and Turin, 1954: Marietti, #869. Here Thomas insists on the regularity of the
celestial movements. This work also dates from 1273, in Naples. And once again, Thomas
speaks of the rarety and stupidity of people who do not believe that the cosmos is
governed.

simple people who follow the natural instinct, are confounded those who
pervert the natural instinct. By "infants" the simple are signified, cf. 1
Peter 2: Like new-born infants, reasonable, without guile. Therefore he
says: Your name is admirable; but in such a way that out of the mouth of
infants and nurselings you have brought praise to perfection, [you] who
interiorly instigate to this; and this because of your enemies, who oppose
your science and knowledge. Cf. Phil. 3: Enemies of the cross of Christ
etc. ... This takes place when the simple recognize God, and others
pervert the study of natural knowledge, lest they know God himself.

Next, he subjoins the reason for this manifestness, saying Because
[Quoniam]. Tully says in the book De natura deorum, and it was said
also by Aristotle, though in those books of his that we have among us it
is not found, that if some man were to enter a palace, which he would see
[to be] well disposed, none is so lacking in intellect [amens] that, even
though he would not see how it had been made, he would not perceive
that it had been made by someone. And this the order of the celestial
bodies especially shows. For there were some who, erring, attributed the
causes of things to the necessity of matter: hence, they said all had been
made because of the warm, the cold, the dry, and the wet: as by the
elements which have these properties. But this, if it can have an
appearance [of truth] regarding other things, can in no way [have such
appearance] in [the case of] the celestial bodies; for they cannot be
attributed to the necessity of matter, where one is so distant from the
other, and they take so great a time to complete their course. That cannot
be traced back to anything but an intelligent cause. And so Scripture,
when it wants to manifest the power of God, directs us to a consideration
of the heavens....
My interest here is in the fact that, though Thomas speaks of a "natural

knowledge" had by the simple, and of them following "natural instinct", he still
sees this phenomenon as having its reason, its source, in a grasp of the cosmic
situation.  He sees the common man as spontaneously sizing things up,46
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     We should note that at the end of Maritain's essay, where he is discussing atheism, he47

distinguishes between pseudo-atheism and real or true atheism. (pp. 83-85) In this regard,
there is an important note by the editor in the French collected edition, p. 347, n. 13,
concerning the term "pseudo-atheist". It says:

Concerning this term, the author writes in On the Church of Christ [De
l'Église du Christ, ch. x, n. 22]: "In treating of atheism in other writings
(Raison et raisons, ch. v and vi; and The Meaning of Contemporary
Atheism), I made a distinction that I believe to be well-founded, but that I
now find to be badly formulated, between what I was calling `pseudo-
atheism', on the one hand, and `absolute atheism' or `true atheism,' on the
other hand. One ought to say, in the first case, atheism by conviction of the
mind (it is not at all pseudo-atheism, but rather authentic atheism); and, in
the second case, atheism by option of the heart."

This change really should have an effect on what Maritain says about the "pseudo-atheist"
and the first act of freedom. He had him a crypto-theist, precisely because of that first act's
nature as described in the essay. If he now turns out to be an authentic atheist, some
revision of the remarks in the essay would be called for.
     ST 1.60.5.ad 5.48

somewhat as in the SCG and ST 2-2 texts. Thus, I see no sign in Thomas of any
appeal to the will as a special vehicle of the natural instinct to know God.

Notice also the idea, here, that it is moral perversion which leads to lines of
thinking in natural science which hide God. We would not have to say that all
people who are locked into such a world-view are morally culpable, but we
would certainly have to consider some sort of mass inculpable ignorance. Also,
they might be theists in spite of their convictions about what the natural world
shows.47

The other question I posed above was how we could fail to love God above
all things, if we do so naturally. Thomas himself faces and answers this
question.  As the universal common good, God must be loved by all more than48

their very selves. In this world, where we do not have the vision of the divine
essence, but know him through various particular effects, we can be displeased
with some of those effects, such as punishment of the unjust, and can hate God,
considered as the cause of such effects. But even in this world, each one
naturally loves God as universal common good more than one's own self. Notice
that this "common good" is loved, not merely as a concupiscible good, but as an
object of friendly love, i.e. as a personal being.

However, such necessity pertains to the object, the specification, of our acts
of will. It remains true that, as to exercise, i.e. on the side of the acting subject,
no act is necessary. We can always omit to think of the universal 
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     ST 1-2.10.2 (775a41-48).49

1.We should mention the problem set by De veritate 14.11.obj. 1, which is mentioned in
discussions by John of St. Thomas referred to by Maritain. The article asks whether one
must believe anything explicitly in order to have (supernatural) faith. Thomas's position is
that one must explicitly believe that there is a God and that he is a rewarder. This belief in
providence is the minimum, and it is held at a level of supernatural faith. Against this, the
objector argues that one should not hold that anyone will be damned of necessity; yet if we
hold that explicit faith is necessary, this will follow: take the possible case of a child raised
in the forest or among wolves! Thomas replies:

... nothing unsuitable follows if it be held that everyone is obliged to believe
something explicitly, [even] if [someone] is brought up in the forest or
among brute animals: for this pertains to divine providence, viz that for
everyone whatsoever the necessaries for salvation are provided, just as long
as they on their side do not prevent it. For if someone so brought up would
follow the lead of natural reason in appetite for the good things and flight
from the bad, it is to be held most certainly that God would either through
internal inspiration reveal to him those things which are necessary for
belief, or would direct a preacher of the faith to him, as he sent Peter to
Cornelius in Acts x. (my italics)

2.On this, see especially Franciscus Suarez, S.J. [1548-1617], Tractatus de legibus et
legislatore Deo, in Opera Omnia, ed. Carolus Berton, Paris, 1856: apud Vivès, t. V. Book
II is De lege aeterna, et naturali, ac jure gentium. Cap. VI: An lex naturalis sit lex divina
praeceptiva (pp. 104-112). He explains that the issue is not: "does the natural law come
from God as author of natural reason?" It is rather: "does it come from him 

common good.  The practical syllogism of the sinning person, sketched earlier,49

involves precisely such a failure to consider the universal proposition expressing
the natural law to love God, another universal having been used as principle of
the reasoning.

By way of conclusion to these reflections, I will simply say that Thomas
regularly envisages the young human mind as capable of knowing God in a
conscious way, and of considering God as a source of law. Cajetan seems less
confident that God will be known, preferring to limit the youth to a knowledge
of the unqualified good. Maritain thought that it was right to bring God in, but
in an implicit way which would be explained in and through the act of the will
attaining to love of the unqualified good. I see no reason to disagree with
Thomas.

ENDNOTES
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precisely as a legislator?" He holds that it comes to us in such a way that we know it is
from God as from a legislator.

The ultimate objection in the discussion bears upon the need for God to intimate
to the human being what the law is. For law really to be law, there must be, not only the
will of the legislator in the matter, but also the intimation or insinuation that that is his will.
Here Suarez answers that intimation of the will follows with the same necessity (as he had
earlier mentioned), viz from the perfection of divine providence. And thus the very
judgment of right reason naturally inserted in man is the sufficient sign of that divine will,
nor is any other insinuation necessary. And he says:

The proof is, that the judgment of reason indicates, just by virtue of itself,
divine providence of a sort fitting for God, and morally necessary for his
full lordship and due subjection of man to him, in which providence this
legislation is contained. Furthermore, for this reason it is known through
natural reason that God is offended by sins which are done against natural
law, and their punishment pertains to him, and judgment [in their regard]:
therefore, the natural light itself is, just by itself, the sufficient promulgation
of natural law, not only because it manifests the intrinsic inappropriateness
or appropriateness of acts, which the uncreated light of God shows: but also
because it intimates to man [hominis, sic; lege homini] that the contrary
actions displease the author of the nature, as the supreme Lord, and care-
giver, and governor of that same nature: therefore, this is sufficient
intimation of that law, as Thomas judges in 1-2.90.4.ad 1 ... (para. #24, p.
112A)

He is referring to Thomas's saying that the promulgation of natural law is sufficient, by
virtue of God's inserting it into our minds so that it is naturally known.

The point here seems to be that we have by natural reason some knowledge of a
perfect providence, and thus we see our natural knowledge as the expression of a law.

I think that in this matter Suarez is better than Maritain. Maritain in the
posthumously published study, La loi naturelle ou loi non écrite (Texte inédit, établi par
Georges Brazzola), Fribourg, Suisse, 1986: Éditions Universitaires, pp. 105-111, takes the
position that the natural law depends on reason, "not on will": "Loi naturelle dépend de la
Raison, non du vouloir". Thus, in his table on p. 106, he has this very explicitly. Thomas
Aquinas's position is portrayed as divine reason issuing in the natural law which enters man
through the natural inclinations, thus bringing us to the precepts. This seems to me quite
wrong, most of all in the expression "not on will". Obviously, law, for Thomas, is an
expression of reason. However, it is the work of the governor, and this providential role is
presented by Thomas, very explicitly, as "what pertains simultaneously to intellect and
will": cf. 1.22.prologue, and a. 1.ad 1, on God as giving precepts. Thus, also, Maritain's
criticism of Suarez on this issue as non-Thomistic is wrong.

3. See also 1-2.113.7.ad 1; deliberation can precede the event called "justification of the
sinner", thus not being of the very substance of the event. Thomas does, however, 



Dewan: Maritain and the First Act of Freedom30

envisage a possible sudden justification, because the act of free choice is "willing", which
is not successive, but instantaneous. We should note especially 1-2.113.4, on the movement
of faith required in the event which is the justification of the sinner. This event is precisely
the movement of the mind towards God: "... motus mentis quo convertitur ad Deum..." The
first objection notes that many other things besides faith are needed: fear of the Lord;
charity; humility; a merciful heart. This elicits the following response:

... the movement of faith is not perfect unless it is informed by charity:
hence, simultaneous in the justification of the sinner, along with the
movement of faith, is the movement of charity. But free choice is moved
towards God in order to subject itself to him: hence, there also concur the
acts of filial fear and of humility. For it does happen that one and the same
act of free choice is [the act] of diverse virtues, according as one [virtue] is
commanding and the other commanded, inasmuch as the act is orderable to
diverse ends. But the act of mercy operates against sin in the role of
[making] satisfaction, and thus it follows upon justification; or else in the
role of preparation, inasmuch as "the merciful will obtain mercy" [Matth.
5.7], and thus it can even precede justification; or else concur with
justification, simultaneously with the other virtues, inasmuch as mercy is
included in the love of one's neighbour.

4.Here the best text is 1.60.5.ad 3. The objector argues against a natural love for God more
than for oneself, precisely because nature tends to self-preservation, and tending to favour
another over oneself would be against nature. Thomas replies:

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

We are talking about the inclinations which pertain to what Thomas calls, in 1.45.5.ad 1
(288b36-38), "if I may so put it, the nature of being" [...ut ita dixerim, naturam essendi...],
which is participated in by all creatures. This is part of the view of all reality as the divine
effect, and so as naturally "turned towards God": cf. 2-2.106.3, on the philosophy of
gratitude, with its quotation from the Pseudo-Dionysius: "God turns all things back towards
himself, as the cause of all".

Notice that the inclination to perpetuity is had by species in a measured way; thus,
Thomas views the species of plants and animals as inclined to perpetuity only for a
particular phase of cosmic existence: De potentia 5.9.ad 3. This inclination is towards
maximal association with the divine: Thomas, Sentencia libri De anima 2.7 (Leonine, lines
69-157, concerning Aristotle at 415a26-b6).

5. One pertains to a discussion of a natural law point: is this a precept of natural law: "the
human being ought to offer sacrifice to God"? Thomas answers affirmatively. The 
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article's argument sed contra, giving an excellent example of a well-formed opinion, says:
... in every age, and among all nations of men, there has always been some
offering of sacrifices. But what is found among all seems to be natural...

And then Thomas presents his teaching:
... natural reason declares forcefully [dictat] to man that he is placed under
some superior [being], because of the defects which he experiences in
himself, with regard to which he needs to be aided and directed by some
superior. And whatever that [superior] is, this it is which among all [men]
is called "a God". But just as, in natural things, the lower are naturally
placed under the higher, so also natural reason strongly declares to man, in
accordance with natural inclination, that he [should] exhibit, in a way in
keeping with his own self, submission and honour to that which is above
man. [1861b48-1862a6]

Thomas goes on to indicate why sensible things are used as signs of such submission, thus
teaching that the offering of sacrifice is a precept of natural law.

Clearly, we have here a very modest line of approach to God, in keeping with
Thomas's view of the pathway to God which the human mind requires. We notice also here
the reference to natural inclination. It certainly is an integral part of the teaching. This
seems to correspond to Suarez's idea of us as grasping somehow that there is a perfect
providence.

The other text is SCG 3.38:
... There is a certain common and confused knowledge of God, which is
present in almost all men: whether this is by the fact that the existence of
God is something known by virtue of itself [per se notum], like those other
[propositions] which are principles of demonstration, as it seems to some
people, as was said in book 1 [c. 10]; or else, which rather seems to be true,
that by natural reason man can immediately [statim] come to some sort of
knowledge of God. For men, seeing that natural things proceed according
to a certain order, since there is no ordering without an orderer, perceive,
in most cases, that there is some orderer of the things we see. But who it is,
or of what sort, or if there is only one orderer of nature, is not immediately
had from this common consideration... [ed. Pera, #2161]

Thomas goes on to indicate just how far wrong people can go in thinking about a God. In
the context, he has already established that ultimate happiness consists in some knowledge
of God. Thus, in c. 38, his aim is to exclude this common knowledge as a candidate for the
role. One step is made by pointing out that happiness is the goal of human acts. In contrast,
he tells us that this common knowledge "is present to all immediately from the very
beginning" [(2164):... quasi statim a principio omnibus adest]. Indeed, in the same line of
thinking, he contends that someone not having such knowledge is morally depraved:

No one is regarded as blameworthy merely because he lacks happiness:
indeed, those lacking and tending towards it are praised. But by the very
fact that someone lacks the aforementioned knowledge of God, he 
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appears maximally blameworthy: for by that maximal obtuseness is
indicated in a man, in that he does not perceive such evident signs of God;
just as someone would be regarded as obtuse who did not, seeing a man,
understand him to have a soul. Hence it is said in the psalm: The fool has
said in his heart: there is no God ... [(2165). Ps. 14.1 and also 53.1]

Obviously, this is not mere ignorance that is being criticized, but a blindness which must
have moral roots.


