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The reader should be careful of
this term ‘naturalism’ as it can
easily:be misunderstood outside
of the context of a discussion
about ethics.

'Natural’ can be used as a
reference to the metaphysical
nature of a thing.

This usage follows the
contours of classical
metaphysics, especially.
Aristotle, who employed such
metaphysical categories as
form/matter.

Aquinas later augments
elements of Aristotle’s
metaphysics to'include’ (among
other things) existence in
contrast to essence.
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In this context of Brink's
discussion, ethical naturalism'is
the idea that moral values
‘arise from* and can be
“reduced to non-moral facts.

This usage!follows the contours
of the is/ought discussion,
including whetherthere'is a
such thing as the'is/ought
fallacy.
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"'On all such views [that
Frankenaiis discussing], ethical
jt‘ldgments are disguised
assertions of fact of some kirlld.
Tho§e whoisay ... that they are
disguised assertions of empirical
fact ar‘re called ethical naturaliéts,
and|those who regard them as
disqguised assertions of

metabhysical or theological facts

are called metaphysical
moralists.”

[William K. Fr‘ankena, Ethics, 2"¥ed. (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, [1973),
98, emphasis in original]
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My worry here is that Frankena has
in mind empiricism as it is
understood today and is not at all
considering the important elements
within classical empiricism.

My worry here is that Frankena has
in mind empiricism as it is
understood today and is not at all
considering the important elements
within classical empiricism.

What is more, when it comes to any
metaphysical considerations, there
is a difference between the mere
"fact" that something exists, and
recognizing that the thing's
existence is an "act."
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My worry here is that Frankena has
in mind empiricism as it is
understood today and is not at all
considering the important elements
within classical empiricism.

What is more, when it comes to any
metaphysical considerations, there

is a difference between the mere
"fact" that something exists, and
recognizing that the thing's
existence is an "act."

Last, in my experience, this last
expression never seemed to have
caught on in the philosophical
discussion about ethics.
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“Naturalisticlethicall
itheories claim) thatCliileE1k
(Gl canibeldefinedlin
terms’ of;
and_ that ethical claims can}
be translatedinto.factual
ones: Thus; naturalistic
theories hold that ethical.
sentencesiassertisomelfact:
(e.qg., empirical or
metaphysical)landithatithe)
‘terms)inthemlcan
ldefined/ininon-ethicali
terms.*

EeinberglandiPaul D. Feinberg

For the Thomist,
who holds that

wINaturalisticlethicall ‘
theoriesiclaim)thatClieE]}
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o =W  to make of this
distinction?
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Clllesy Ethical natliralistsysteh ethics'isino'doubtia reference

(ﬂ%%pg tolKant.
h @7 In‘thisitradition; by‘andlarge

much as'it is\free fromithe
constraints of Divine law,
considered in'the “Divine

good God Would approve a// and on/y
ood and right things: .= Naturalism -
gdoes not ifself pregclude God from Command Th(.aory modeliof
playing an epistemic role in' morality ethics:
.. But naturalism does deny theism a Kantregarded merallautonomy:
metaphysical role. in‘terms of one having freedom
[Brink, "Autonomy," in. Cambridge. Companion, 152] OVer One's moral aCtlonS
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"Reason must look upon itself
as the author of its own
principles independently of

ali‘en influences. Therefore'as
pr.\—::ctical reason, or as the will
of a rational being, can be|a

w:II of his own only under the

Iqea of freedom, and such|a
M(III must therefore—from a
practical view—be attributed to

all rational beings.

[Immanuel Kant, Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, trans.|H. J.
Paton (New York: Harper & Row, 1948), ]

-~

Immanuel Kant
(@-1804)

natdralistsystch
Aquiinas ({i225544),
moral properties of persons and
situations depend on their nature, [If
do not presuppose
a God,

®avid©4Brink
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‘Ethicalnaturalistsystichrasyihomas
Aquinasy((225=¢4)claimithatthe
moral properties of persons and
situations depend on their nature. lff
so,moral qual/t/es do not presuppose
a Gaod,

‘Ethicallnaturalistsystichtasiihomas
Aquinasy((:225=74) claimithatthe
moral properties of persons and

situations depend on their nature. i

so, moral qual/t/es do not presuppose

a God,

Brink gives no
argument as to why. it
follows that iffmoral
properties of persons
depend tupon. their
natures then moral
qualities'do: not:
presuppose God.

The very:same
Themas Aquinas; in
his argument for the
divine: governance. of
the world, makes an

explicit connection
between human
nature: and God.

4/18/2024
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#The natural necessity
inherent in those beings
whichiare determined to a
particular thing, is a kind
ofiimpression from God,

directing them to their

“as the necessity
whereby an arrow is

‘'moved so as to fly
towards a certain point is
anlimpression from the
archer, and not from the

4/18/2024

12



EBit there is a difference,
imasmuch as that which
creatures receive from
God'is their nature, while
that which natural things
receive from man in
addition to their nature is
iIsomewhat violent.

sWherefore, as the violent

~ 151ads 3, trans. Fathers of the English Dominican Province
I stiani Classics, 1981]

4/18/2024

13



(Ethicalnaturalistsysuchrassihomas R
‘Aquinasi(f22ord) velaimithatthe 4 . .
moral properties of persons and Interestingly, Aquinas
depend on their nature. [l T
s@, moeral qualities do’net presuppose utilizes thersame

a God), reasoning inthis
arguments;for God's

existence and God's
knowledge of things
other than Himself.

Astan Argument
for God's
Existence

&

L8
f\ e
\\ : 4

' Thomas Aguinas
(1225-1274)
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ZWe'see that things which lack
intelligence, such as natural
bodies;yact for an end, and this is
evidentifrom their acting always,
ernearly always, in the same
way,rso as to obtain the best
resulttHence!it is plain that not
fortuitously, but designedly, do
they achieve their end.

“ &

g
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Asran Argument

Knowledge of
fhings Other
than Himself

&Whatever naturally
tends toward another
mustihave this tendency
from:someone directing
it'ttoward its end; o
otherwise, it would tend = !
toward it merely by

16



“Now; in the things of
mature we find a natural
appetite by which each
and.every things tends

‘toward its end.

‘ 3 \-Jé
homas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

¢Hence, we must affirm
thelexistence of some
intellect above natural
things, which has
ordained natural things
ito their end and
implanted in them a
natural appetite or

. ! L homgs Aqumas
inclination. (1225-1274)

4/18/2024
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¢But a thing cannot be
ordained to any end
Unless the thing itself is
kinown, together with the
end to which it is
ordained.

‘ 3 \-Jé
homas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

gHence; there must be a
knowledge of natural
things in the divine
intellect from which the
origin and the order of
‘nature come."

©n MH‘_ te)l@2; art. 3, trans. Robert W. Mulligan (Indianapolis: Hackett,
§1992)AVc IR oA 70]

=8
homas Aqumas
(1225=1274)
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‘EthicaltnaturalistsystchrastThomas
Aquinasy((i22544)claimithatthe
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situationstdependionttheidnatire i
soYmerallqualitiestdoinotprestppese
a\God thoughtaperfectlyawiserana.
e €er] would approve all'and only.
good and. righ B, Naturalism does

not itself preclude God from p/aymg an

natural/sm does deny the/sm a
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‘EthicaltnaturalistsystchrastThomas
Aquinasy((:225¢4)claimithatthe
imeralkpropertiestofpersemnsiand
situationstdependionttheinatire i
seoymerallqualitiestdoinotprestuppese
a God  though alperfectlyawiserand
good God welld approverall-anadionly:
geod and rightthings: Naturalism dees
not itself preclude God from' playing an
epistemic role in° morality (telling us
reliablyswhat is morally:good and bad)
ora mot/vat/onal role (prowd/ng d/vme

[Brink; *Autonemy,* iniCambridge: Companion, 152]

4/18/2024

2
Brinkigoes on'torassert
(again, without:any:
argument)'that aigood God.
‘would approve all:ana only
good and rightthings,“that
God might playian
epistemological rolelin
maorality; and perhaps God
could play:a:motivational
role.

Z

Butiitis'manifestlyifalse thatifor

Aquinas'‘naturalism: doesideny.
theism a metaphysical role’

Note'therelthatimy:pointis not:
EI/AOIIEIS SVIETAS UAE
(thought'think thatiit'is):

Rather; my:pointiis that'Brinkiis
wronglin.concluding thatithe
ClIEEINEIEN S ACIES
(bearing in:mind.the:meaning

of-‘naturalism:here) denies
theismi~a metaphysical role:

19



‘Naturalismraceeptsitherautonemysor
ethicsy Ethicaltnattiralistsystichita's
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good God would approve: all'and only:
good and rightthings. ... Naturalism
does not itself preclude God from
playing an epistemic role in morality.
.... But naturalism does deny: theism a

metaphysical role.
[Brink; *Autonemy,* iniCambridge: Companion, 152]

On e
Euiiinuphigoe
Diilleminna:
Being and
Goodness

e
Last, Brinkis'discussion: suffers
fromitheranachronisticiusage
ofithe' notion, of “moral
properties coupled with'the
notion of“good“in asimuchias
he'failsi(as many:other
contemporary.analytic
philosophersido) to distinguish
‘moral . good and good’in the
context. of Aquinas:s
understanding ofithe
convertibility:of-being
and good:

\_?.
®avid©4Brink
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HloldetermineAwhethegmeorality
requirestalreligioustfoundationawe
needitoldistinguishtthreelaiffereint

elesiGodimightiplaydintmerality:
Goaiplaystalmetaphysicaltrolelin
moralitydifithelexistencelandinatire
offmoralrequirementsiadepenaion
hisiexistencelanaiwilli@nistichia
viewrittistGodsiattitudesttowara.
variousicourses offiactionithat
makes themigood orbad and right

orwrong-*

[David ©: Brink; “lihe Autonomy! of Ethics,* in\Cambridge: Companion,
150]

dloldeterminelwhethedmorality:
requirestalieligiotsifotnaationgwe
neeaktoldistinguishithreeXdifferent
rele'skGeoadimightiplaydinkmeralit
Goalplaysta rolenn
moralitydifithelexistencelandinature
ofimeralfrequirementsidepenadion
histexistencelandiwillS@nistzra
viewyitlisiGod's attitudes towara
variousicourses ofactionithat
makes'themigood.orbad andright
orwrong-*

[David ©: Brink; “Tihe Autonomy!of Ethics;* in'Cambridge Companion,
150]

.4
fDavid«©4 Brink

&

Note that Brink: moves from
the role being metaphysical
to the role being attitudinal.

With this, Brink is attempting
to convert the question of
any metaphysical role God
might play into a “Euthyphro*
role.

This allows him to then
critique the question along
the contours of the
Euthyphro Dilemma.

4/18/2024
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IS X geod because God wills it?

This eption has'comejto the known as

the
Divine Command Theory.

22
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Note thatisemeluse the expression
Divine: CommandsTheory' as
refefring, notito what makes some
action 'geod, but what makes the
action obligatohy:

Problems 'with the
Fil-lorn

23
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First, if X(is'good.because God wills i,
then this\weuld seem to mean that God
could make semethingtgood by willing
or commanding/it.

Thus, if Godwilled rape (@r racism, or
murder, or any other Sin) then it would

Second, ifXis good because God wills
it; thenithisswouldtmake the statement
“‘God's will'is geod" teabe “God's will'is
whattGod wills" whichris'an empty
claim;what philosephers call
‘trivially truess

24
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The second option says God wills X

because X IS good.

25
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R

Suggested
Problems with the
Second Horn

5
o
" 3
(R
L X

This seems tolimply a standard of
good'that is outside’of and
above God.

26
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Good. Is ultimately grounded

In“the naturerof God.

27
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“Good' is literally who
God.is in'His person
and character. Good is
a person. ... When ...
peoplelsay~God'is
good- ... it means:far
moreithan God does
good things or.God is
good to us. They mean
that God's very nature
is good. ...

4/18/2024
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“What makes

something good isinot
that God commanded
it, or even thatihe had
it written'in'the'Bible. It

goes much deeper:
what makes something
good is because that's

who God is'in His
unchanging nature. ...

He is the definition

of good.”

[David W. Richardson, Jr. Transparent: How to See
Through the Powerful Assumptions that Control You
(Franklin: Clovercroft, 2016), 73, 74]

rdson, Jr.

Is There a
Problem with the
ThlrdOptlon

29
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FHoweveriithe preblem of being trivially
true and empty of moral content
whiech we saw regarding the First

Herntseems te remain.

“

‘?&@”‘ng& %

~

[Eep |/ l
-
v
‘ o>
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There is a difference between "the order of
knowing" and "the order of being"

1@ meap IS Mrstin he OreeEr Off [RNeWIRLE)
SESHistiiistinkthelcidegofbeine

I etherwords,;eone would need to

know: what the werd. 'good’ means

before oneican applythe word to

God, but God hasite exist before
there can be "geod.”

4/18/2024




4/18/2024

Infetherwords,; ene would need to

know: what the werd. 'good’ means

before oneican applythe word to

God, but God has to exist before
there can be "geod."
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LUha’r Is Evil?

ThlS dlstlnctlon in
contemporary.philosophy.
differs from the understanding
of evil'in'the Classical /
Medieval / Scholastic /
ThOMISfth tradltlon

33
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If God created everything
except Himselfgand, if evil
Is'something;then it
would seem'the God
created evil.

If God dld not create evil,
then itwould seem either:

evilis unreal
or
evil isgnot a thing.

34
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NERS (S &
diffErEnEe
BeWEER:
being nothing
(Unkeal)
Ay and
Augustiner &3 not being d thlng

(354-430)

Augustinefangued
QEREVILIS [eEl [out
ISt nefakthing?

s RENNE, (it [S &)
. privation oFatlack
Augustine 5 | in thlngS

(354-430)
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+ pousLepay IMAGE BOOK

with an introduction

Jobn K. Ryan

Augustine
(354-430)

AN IMAGE BOOK ORIGINAL
[ COMPLETE AND UNABRIDGED

“Evil.is
only.the
privation
of‘a good.’*

[€aontessionsyllls 7,§12]

Augustine
(354-430)
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“Now:evil is in a

ubstance because

something which it
wasioriginally to have,
andiwhich it ought to
havejis lacking in it.”

IStmmalContraiGentilesilNG: s

Evil'is simply a
privation of something
whiich a subject is

entitled by its origin to
possess and which it
oughtito have.”

iStmmal€ontral Gentilesy Il §2]

37
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“Evil is the
absence of the

good, which is
natural and due to

IStmmaRTheologiaeN Q49N art ]

€Evil.cannot exist by
itself,isince it has no
essence... Therefore,
evilmust be in a
subject.”

iStmmal€ontral Gentilesyllly1,§2]

38
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Note that there is a
difference between a
privation and a negation.

A negatlon is the mere
absence or removal of
something.

A privation is therabsence or
removal of something that
“oughtgtolb gjthere.

39



Blindness fs the
privation of sight.
But blindness s not @
thing in iKself.

A rock cannot see, but

it is not blind because

it "ought” not be able
fo see.

Blindness fs the
clsplecement of sight
But blindness s not @

thing in fKself.

A rock cannot see, but

it is not blind because

it "ought” not be able
fo see.

negation -

4/18/2024
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1 GoodrisTiret identified with ‘desirable’
(appetible):

2. '‘Desirabletis identified with¥perfect'.

41
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eNowlit'is clear

thatialthing is
desirable only in
soifar'as it is
perfect; for all |
desire their own " a7

:{ ‘\_&_ MN(K’“’JP o < v
" Thomas’/Aguinas

(1225=1274)

1T Good is first identified with *desirable’
(appetible):

. '‘Desirabletis identified with¥perfect'.
. 'Perfect’is identifiediWith ‘act’ or

‘actuality:.

42



gEverything is
perfect so far as it
isractual.”

(ST, @, et 1)

- ’
e?‘i T3

!
4
&
L e

.‘

Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

“An alternate word for
actuality in this respect
is "perfection”
(entelecheia). It was

used by Aristotle along
with actuality to
designate the formal
elements in the things.

Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)

4/18/2024

43



4/18/2024

perfection

(entelecheia, eviekeyeio)
en, ev = in
+
telos, telog = end, goal
+
echein, gyelv = to have

perfection

(entelecheia, eviekeyeio)

to have the end or goal in




NN Good" isTirst identified with ‘desirable’

(appetible)-
‘Desiirabletis identified with¥perfect'.
'Perfect!is identified with 'act' or

‘actuality;.
‘Actuality” isiidentified withEbeing'.

lis{clearfromithe following argument.
ilhelessencelof goodness consists
inithisNthat itis in'some way
desirableXlence the Philosopher
IsaysiiEthicliliGoodness is what all
I desire

£ N -
h & &

;’f \§« Mb’.lr"‘#._;-‘ ; g o

'\~ ThomasAguinas
(1225:1274)

4/18/2024
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iNowiislit clearthat a thing is
desirablelonlylin so. far as it is
peltectiforallldesire their own
pelfectiont Butieverything is perfect
ISekfaasiittisiactual. Therefore it is
cleamthatialthinglis perfect so far as %
idexistsiforitlis existence that £
makes allithingstactual, as is clear <
fiomitneforegoing|[Q. 3, A. 4: Q. 4, & :
A 1]I|., Heneeliflisiclear that goodness N " ‘i;’?

belng are the same reality.” ’ * '-F;Oﬁés ,&ql‘ﬂnas

(1225=1274)

YA'full’exploration of how it is
that being“and 'good’ are
convertible (whichiis to say that
being*andiygood~are really the
same) requires a examination of
the Medieval doctnne of the

o

Transcenden-tals

46



New Scholasticism 59 (1985): 449-470

The Convertibility of Being and Good
in St. Thomas Aquinas

by Jan A. Aertsen

N MANY medieval think e.g. ‘Al der of Hales,

Bonaventure, Albert the Great, Thomas Aquinas, the state-
ment oan be found: “ being and good are convertible ” (ens ef
bonwn convertunfur).® That is to say, “ being ” and “ good
are i h, ble terms in prediestion (; rii enim est
conversim proedicari).” Wherever “being” is predicated of
something, the predicate “ good ” is involved as well.

That must imply that “good ” is here not a concept that
adds a real content or a new quality to “being”, as a result
of which “being ™ is restricted. For in that case there would
bo no question of convertibility.® “Good” is an attribute
which pertains to every being, it is a property of being as such,
a “mode that is common, and consequent upon every being.” *
Tn other words,  good ” is coextensive with * being ", it is one
of the so-called iranscendentia ® which, since Suarez, are usually
referred to as “ transcendentals *'.

1 Alexander of Hales, Summa 1, Tng. 1, Tract. 3, q. 8, membram 1, o
1, a 1, “An idem it bosum et ens™; Bonaveature, In II Semt, d. 1,
p-Lal, gl fordam 5, “Eeos et bonum eomvertuntar, sieut velt
Dlonystus”, d. 34, n 2, q. 3, fundam. 4; Albert the Great, De Bowo q.
1, 8. 0; Summe Theol. tract. 6, . 28; Thomas Aquines, In I Sent. 8, 1,
3; De Ver. XXI, 2; In Do Hebdomadibus, leck. 3; Summa Theol. I, 16, 3.

1 Thomas Aquinas, De Ver. I, 2 obj. 2.

D¢ Pot. IX, 7 ad 5: Bowum quod est in gemere qualitatis, bom est
bonum quod eonvertitur cum ents, quod wullam rem supra ens addit.

4 De Fer. T, 1 modus generaliter consequens omne ens.

0 Comp. Albert the Great, Summa Theologioe tract. 0, q. 27, & 3:
Dosum dieit et et de dentibus  omne
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The Convertibility of Being and Good
in St. Thomas Aquinas

by Jan A. Aertsen

N MANY medieval thinkers, e.g. Alexander of Hales,
Bonaventure, Albert the Great, Thomas Aquinas, the state-
ment can be found: “ being and good are convertible ” (ens ef
bonum converfunfur).' That is to say, “ being ” and “ good ”
are interchangeable terms in predication (converfi enim esf
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1

'@god' is .flrst |dent|f|ed with 'desirable'
(appetible):

‘Desiirabletis identified with¥perfect'.
‘Perfect”is identified with ‘act’ or
‘actuality:.

‘Actuality’ is identified withFbeing'.
God is goodness.itself in‘asimuch as
God is belngﬁlltself
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UTelGod alone does
itlbelong to be His
own'subsistent

ST, @ {2 it )

£God is absolute
form), or rather
absolute being”
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2God is supremely
being::- He'is being
itself, subsistent,

absolutely
udetermined. 4

(STER QN artivi]|

£Good belongs
pre-eminently
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