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JN A previous article on the purpose of creation I set forth system
atically the doctrine and terminology of St. Thomas, and indicated 

Suarez' complete agreement with him, with a view to showing how 
much modern theologians have lost in clarity and effectiveness by 
practically deserting these two recognized masters for the more sub
jective and anthropomorphic presentation of Lessius.1 In the present 
article I propose to carry the discussion further by dealing with three 
points: (1) the logical inconsistency of those who follow the Lessian 
doctrine and terminology; (2) the theories of Hermes on the purpose 
of creation, as the necessary background for understanding the doctrine 
of the Vatican Council; (3) the doctrine of the Vatican Council, com
pared with that of St. Thomas and that of Lessius' followers. 

THE LESSIAN VIEW 

According to those who follow Lessius, the finite entity of God's 
extrinsic glory is the absolutely last end of every creature, the finis qui 
simpliciter ultitnus; God Himself is only the finis cui, that is, the subject 
for whom extrinsic glory is acquired: 

A philosophis et theologis duplex distinguitur finis ; nam bonum quod appetitur 
dicitur finis et persona cui appetitur. Illud vocari solet finis qui, hoc finis cui. 
. . . . In omni operatione externa necessario intendit [Deus] aliquod bonum 
suum. Nullum autem est genus bonorum imaginabile quod possit Deus sibi 
acquirere praeter gloriam extrinsecam, quae etiam inter bona externa est prae-
stantissimum.2 

It cannot be stressed too strongly that the adherents of Lessius teach 
explicitly that the finite entity of extrinsic glory is the bonum finale 
which God acquires for Himself as an extrinsic good by creation. 
Since sound reason, epitomized in the doctrinal expositions of St. 
Thomas and Suarez, demonstrates conclusively that God can acquire 

1 THEOLOGICAL STUDIES, II (1941), 53-83. 
2 Lessius, De Perfectionibus Moribusque Divinis (Herder, 1861), pp. 512,539. 
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absolutely nothing from the action of any creature, the followers of 
Lessius, in maintaining that the supreme and absolutely last end of 
creation is a creature which God acquires for Himself, deny logically 
that God is in any way intrinsically the end of creation. For the 
notion of an infinite and utterly transcendental entity being constituted 
intrinsically as an end, precisely and solely because by acting ad extra 
it acquires for itself a finite and extrinsic perfection, is a chimera; it is 
metaphysically impossible; it implies passive potency in God; it implies 
that there is a real relation between God as finis cui and the extrinsic 
glory which He is said to acquire: 

Ad primum ergo dicendum quod movens et agens naturale movet et agit 
actione vel motu medio, qui est inter movens et motum, agens et passum. Unde 
oportet quod saltern in hoc medio conveniant agens et patiens, movens et motum. 
Et sic agens in quantum est agens non est extraneum a genere patientis in quan
tum est patiens. Unde utriusque est realis ordo unius ad alterum et praecipue 
cum ipsa actio media sit quaedam perfectio propria agentis, et per consequens 
id ad quod terminatur actio est bonum eius. Hoc autem in Deo non contingit, 
ut dictum est.3 

As one among many examples of this logical incbnsistency, let us 
examine the exposition of Lessius given by Ferdinand Stentrup, S.J.4 

His thesis reads as follows: "Supremus creationis finis aliquo bonoip-
sius Dei, non autem interno sed externo, externa scilicet divinae gloriae 
manifestatione continetur." The author divides his thesis into three 
propositions: (1) The supreme end of creation is "aliquod bonum 
divinum." (2) The supreme end of creation is not the internal good
ness of God. (3) The supreme end of creation is the extrinsic glory 
of God. 

The author's proof of the first proposition, mainly from theological 
reasoning, demonstrates clearly far more than he wants to prove: 

Ratio evidenter demonstrat Deum, sictit utpote esse subsistens, absolutum et 
primum principium est, ita quum sit bonitas subsistens, absolutum ideoque etiam 
ultimum et supremum finem omnium esse. Hoc enim affirmare idem est ac 
affirmare supremum creationis finem aliquo bono divino contineri. Sed hoc 
paulum enucleatius exponendum est. Quum ratio finis sequatur rationem boni, 
bonum absolute summum necessario est finis absolute ideoque supremus omnium 

8 S. Thomas, De Pot., q. 7, a. 10. 
4 Tractatus de Deo Uno et Trino (Oeniponte, 1895), th. 70, p. 250 ff. 
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finis; est autem Deus bonum absolute summum. Dubitatio igitur nulla esse 
potest de priore parte thesis, supremum nempe creationis finem aliquo bono 
ipsius Dei contineri.5 

The author's conclusion is obviously a necessary understatement of 
what he has actually proved; for if he were to state explicitly what he 
has proved conclusively, namely, that the supreme end of creation is 
the intrinsic goodness of God, it would be glaringly evident that this 
proof is a flat contradiction of the two remaining propositions. 

No one, of course, could possibly prove the author's second proposi
tion, that the intrinsic goodness of God cannot be the supreme end of 
creation. Consequently, we should not be too surprised to find that 
his sole proof consists in the following amazing assertion: 

Hoc autem bonum [i.e., the supreme end of creation] non posse esse bonum Deo 
internum probatum sane dedimus quum de voluntate divina disputabamus.6 

This mere assertion of the author, which he offers as a proof, is doubly 
amazing, because in his treatise on the divine will in the very same 
volume he proves just the opposite in explicit terms: 

Bonitas subsistens in se suae bonitatis rationem continet [therefore the intrin
sic goodness of God] simulque est ratio omnis bonitatis ceteris convenientibus. 
Quare ipsa ad nihil refertur quod distinctum ab ea est; ad ipsam tamen omnia 
referuntur quibus ratio boni inest. Ergo ipsa simpliciter finis ac omnis boni finis 
est. Denique, illud est omnis boni finis quod omni bono bonum est. Atqui 
bonitas subsistens, quia supremus fons boni est, est omnis boni bonum.7 

Having disposed of the intrinsic goodness of God as the supreme end 
of creation by denying what he had previously proved conclusively, 
the author proceeds to the proof of his third proposition, that the 
extrinsic glory of God is the supreme end of creation. Relying on the 
validity of his proof of the preceding parts of the thesis, and without 
giving any explanation or documentation from the official Acta of the 
Vatican Council, he asserts boldly that the Council defined, as a re
vealed truth to be believed by all, the proposition that the supreme end 
of creation consists, not in the intrinsic goodness of God, but in His 
extrinsic glory: "Earn omnibus credendam proposuit Ecclesia in 

5 Ibid., p. 251. 6 Ibid., p. 252. 7 Ibid., p. 173. 
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Concilio Vaticano docens: [he quotes Constitutio Dogmatica de Fide 
Catholica, cap. 1, par. 2, and canon 5]."8 

The argument from theological reasoning again maintains that the 
author's thesis is revealed truth: 

Veritas haec revelata est simul scientiae objectum. Profecto duo assignari 
possunt ad quae Deus creaturam ordinasse concipi potest, nempe, aut ad oblecta-
tionem aut ad externam gloriam suam. Atqui non potuit ordinare earn ad ob-
lectationem suam; nam delectatio seu gaudium est Deo bonum internum; nullum 
vero bonum Deo internum potest esse finis creationis. Restat igitur ut gloria 
Dei externa finis supremus creationis affirmetur.9 

The supposition underlying this proof is clearly the basic assumption 
of all those who follow Lessius, namely, that no being whatsoever acts 
except to acquire some good, and that, as a consequence, God creates 
to acquire extrinsic glory for Himself as the finis cui. Since God can 
acquire absolutely nothing and still remain an infinite being, it is an 
idle subterfuge to say that, although He can acquire nothing intrinsic, 
He can and must, in the hypothesis of free creation, acquire an ex
trinsic good. For as St. Thomas teaches with inescapable logic-

Finis ultimus propter quern Deus vult omnia, nullo modo dependet ab his 
quae sunt ad finem nee quantum ad esse nee quantum ad perfectionem aliquam; 
unde non vult alicui bonitatem suam communicare, ad hoc ut sibi exinde aliquid 
accrescat, sed quia ipsum communicare est sibi conveniens sicut fonti bonitatis. 
Deus igitur est maxime liberalis et, ut Avicenna dicit: 'Ipse solus liberalis proprie 
dici potest'; nam omne aliud agens praeter ipsum ex sua actione aliquod bonum 
appetit vel acquirit, quod est finis intentus.10 

Deus qui est primum agens omnium rerum, non sic agit quasi sua actione 
aliquid acquirat, sed quasi sua actione aliquid largiatur, quia non est in potentia ut 
aliquid acquirere possit, sed solum in actu perfecto ex quo potest aliquid elargiri. 
Res igitur non ordinantur in Deum sicut in finem cui aliquid acquiratur, sed ut 
ab ipso ipsummet suo modo consequantur, quum ipsemet sit finis.11 

It is obvious that the doctrine of St. Thomas just cited is in open 
contradiction with Stentrup's thesis. St. Thomas teaches that the 
intrinsic goodness of God is the absolutely last end of all things, pre
cisely as the fons bonitatis for whom nothing can in any way be ac
quired, because, being infinite and in perfect act, He contains infinitely 

8 Ibid., p. 253. 9 Ibid., p. 254. 10 C. Gent., I, 93. l l Ibid., Ill , 18. 
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all finite perfection and hence all the created goodness of His extrinsic 
glory. Furthermore, if the Lessian doctrine that a creature, extrinsic 
glory, is the absolutely last end of the world were true, St. Thomas' 
statement that the ultimate end of creation in no way depends on those 
things which are ordained to the end would be false; for extrinsic glory, 
as the end of creatures, does not consist in their mere existence but in 
their actions and operations; but these operations, in which extrinsic 
glory formally consists, are totally dependent in the order of finite 
causality on the beings themselves which are ordained to the end. 

The same argument whereby Stentrup attempts to prove that the 
supreme end of creation is finite is used by all those who adhere to the 
false assumption that God must acquire something for Himself, if He 
creates. Examples could be multiplied.12 One more will suffice for 
our purpose: 

What is God's purpose when He thus creates everything out of nothing? 
We have stated it above in speaking of His love for creatures: it is His own glory or 
the free manifestation of His goodness. As a matter of fact, God in creating can
not pursue an end inferior to the supreme good, which is Himself; that would be 
unworthy of Him. It would be to subordinate His power, His wisdom, and His 
love to a good inferior to Himself. . . . Therefore, the end pursued by God can be 
nothing else but His external glory, which is nothing else than the manifestation 
of His goodness.13 

To show conclusively the impossible position into which the application 
of this false principle leads, we need only ask its proponents this simple 
question: Is the extrinsic glory of God a good which is inferior or equal 
to His intrinsic goodness? If it is an inferior good, then their funda
mental premise, that God's purpose in creating can be none other than 
Himself, is denied. Furthermore, their proof of this fundamental 
premise can no longer stand; for they maintain that if God's creative 

12 Cf. H. Pinard, "Creation," DTC, III, 2167; Huarte, De Deo Creante et Elevante (ed. 
2,1935), prop. 4; Otten, De Deo Creante et Elevante (Chicago, 1924), th. 7. 

13 Garrigou-Lagrange, Dieu, son existence et sa nature (3e 6d.; Paris, 1919), p. 463. Cf. 
also p. 437, where the author states: "Le Concile exprime le motif de l'acte crSateur en 
disant, 'sed ad manifestandam perfectionem suam per bona quae creaturis impertitur* 
(DB, 1783)." In the third part of this article we shall show that P. Garrigou-Lagrange 
has no foundation for this statement. This phrase from the Vatican does not denote the 
motive of the creative act of God, but the finis operis, extrinsic glory, unto which all crea
tures are ordained intrinsically by God. 
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purpose were any good inferior to His infinite goodness, He would 
necessarily be subordinated and subject to this good and hence would 
not be infinite in all perfections. If, on the other hand, they were to 
admit that extrinsic glory, which all theologians have always held to 
be finite and really distinct from God, is a good that is equal to God's 
intrinsic goodness, then pantheism follows of necessity; for pantheism 
is merely the confounding of the finite with the infinite, due to the 
inability or refusal to grasp and admit the transcendence of God and 
the analogy of being. 

Therefore, in proposing the doctrine that the supreme end of crea
tion cannot be the intrinsic goodness of God and is only His extrinsic 
glory, as a revealed truth defined by the Vatican Council, Stentrup 
would have to consider anyone who holds the opposite to be at least a 
material heretic. Consequently, he would have to condemn as formal 
heresy, not only the doctrine of such outstanding theologians as St. 
Thomas, Suarez, Billot, and Stufler, but also his own doctrine, since 
in his treatise on the divine will he maintains vigorously and proves 
conclusively that the divine intrinsic goodness is, of metaphysical 
necessity, the supreme end of all finite being. 

It is unquestionably sad to see denied explicitly in manuals of 
theology and philosophy a truth that all Catholics must hold, namely, 
that God Himself in His intrinsic goodness and not any finite and 
totally deficient imitation of this infinite goodness is the supreme and 
absolutely last end of every single creature and of the entire universe.14 

It is truly deplorable when the definition of an Ecumenical Council is 
adduced in confirmation of a doctrine which in the opinion of two of 
the ablest theologians of the past century "should not even be con-
sidered,"15 and is "entirely untenable."16 

Our main purpose in this article, therefore, is to show that the 
doctrine of the Vatican Council presents no foundation whatsoever 
either for the purely gratuitous assertion: "The Vatican Council 

14 The fact that the extrinsic glory of God is held to be the finis simpliciter ultimus mundi 
by many authors is so well known that examples need not be cited. 

15 Billot, De Deo Uno et Trino (ed. 7; Romae, 1926), p. 249; the whole citation is given 
infra, note 70. 

16 Stufler, "Die Lehre des hi. Thomas v. Aquin iiber den Endzweck des Schopfers und 
der Schopfung," Zeitschr.f. lath. Theoh, XLI (1917), 698. 
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defined as revealed truth that the supreme end of creation cannot be 
the intrinsic goodness of God and must be His extrinsic glory," or for 
the false metaphysical principle, which is the only basis of this gratui
tous assertion: "God in freely creating must act to acquire some good 
for Himself; but He can acquire no intrinsic perfection; therefore He 
creates to acquire extrinsic glory." However, since the reason as
signed by the Fathers of the Vatican Council for treating the purpose 
of creation in those very sections adduced in favor of their doctrine 
by Stentrup, Garrigou-Lagrange, and so many others was the false 
doctrine of Hermes and the semirationalistic school,17 it is of prime im
portance to know from first sources the precise nature of these errors. 
Hence, in the second part of this article we shall give a brief summary of 
Hermes' doctrine, contained in his Einleitung in die Christkatholische 
Theologie, and condemned in the Brief of Gregory XVI, Bum 
acerbissimas. 

THE DOCTRINE OF GEORGE HERMES 

George Hermes was born in the village of Dreierwalde in Westphalia, 
April 22J 1775. After his ordination to the priesthood, he taught the
ology at Miinster from 1807 to 1820. Due to the extraordinary popu
larity of his lectures, he attained such fame that he was called to the 
University of Bonn, where he lectured and wrote until his death in 1831, 
four years before his condemnation by Gregory XVI. 

Hermes' own description of the genesis of his idealistic philosophy 
provides us with the sequence of ideas that finally led him into those 
errors concerning the end of creation that drew the condemnations of 
the Councils of Cologne and of the Vatican. 

Three fundamental concepts—the existence of God, revelation, and 
eternal life—occupied Hermes' thought from his earliest youth, almost 
to the exclusion of everything else.18 Upon reflection, he found him
self tortured by doubts which he could not solve, especially concerning 
the existence of God. Without any previous training, he began to read 
theological works, but he discovered that they either presupposed the 
solution of his doubts or did not touch upon them at all (p. v). There-

17 Acta Concilii Vaticani, Collectio Lacensis, VII, 86. 
18 Einleitung in die Christkatholische Theologie, (Miinster, 1831), p. iv. The page refer

ences hereafter given in the text are all to this work. 
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fore, in his twenty-fifth year (1795), he began seriously to try to solve 
the problem of God's existence by his own reasoning powers, without 
the help of books or counsel. This self-imposed struggle soon became 
hopelessly involved in ever increasing doubts, until at last Hermes 
realized the need of systematic training in metaphysics. He turned 
first to the great Scholastics, but with a combination of ingenuousness 
and pride difficult to imagine, he rejects the entire Scholastic tradition 
with the following amazing assertion: "However unfamiliar with it I 
still was, and as yet incapable of knowing that it was to be rejected in 
its essence, nevertheless I recognized that the proof for the existence 
of God that I found in it was of its very nature in valid" (p. vi). 

With the settled conviction that Scholasticism had nothing to offer, 
Hermes began to study Kant. He confessed that he learned much 
from Kant's philosophy; in fact, his esteem for this system was so 
great that he was on the verge of admitting that there was no solution 
to his problems, when gradually, by following the Kantian method, he 
perceived the growth within himself of the power to philosophize and 
to subject to critical judgment the errors he had derived from his early 
(Catholic) environment (p. vii). 

Therefore, on the foundation of Kant, Hermes began to build his 
own systematic philosophy and theology. His absolutely fundamental 
principle, on which all metaphysics must be built, was the principle of 
absolute doubt even of the most evident truths, until one arrives at an 
absolute necessity for affirming truth; only by the exclusion of arbitrary 
methods and by adhering rigidly to this fundamental principle can the 
desired results be obtained (p. viii). His principle of absolute doubt 
leads Hermes to the denial of any objective validity whatsoever to our 
ideas; intellection is a mere natural subjective necessity whereby we 
appear to perceive an object outside the mind. But the intellect does 
not affirm the conformity between its ideas and what we perceive; 
this is the operation of an entirely distinct faculty called (theoretical) 
reason, whose function is not to understand, but to give a foundation 
to, the necessity by which our intellect appears to understand (p. 154). 

The faculty of reason, therefore, necessarily affirms that our minds 
are conformed to objectivity, but this necessary affirmation of reason 
is likewise purely subjective, as the following statement of Hermes 
clearly proves: "Even when I am forced to affirm something, I cannot 
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deny the possibility that the object itself may be other than I affirm 
it to be, but I have not the power to affirm that it is otherwise, or even 
the power not to affirm it" (p. 187). 

Finally, Hermes reaches the zenith of subjective idealism in his 
statement that these necessary and purely subjective affirmations of 
reason are the only certitude which we can attain; reason and reason 
alone, he maintains, gives us not only our subjective certainty of actu
ality, but also our own reality; and no one has any reality except that 
which he attains through the affirmations of reason (p. 188). Hence 
we can see the absolute justice of Gregory XVI in his severe strictures 
on Hermes: 

. . . qui audacter a regio, quem universa traditio et SS. Patres in exponendis et 
vindicandis fidei veritatibus tramitem stravere, deflectens, quin et superbe con-
temnens et damnans, tenebrosam ad errorum omnigenum viam moliatur in dubio 
positivo tanquam basi omnis theologicae inquisitionis et in principio, quod statuit, 
rationem principem normam ac unicum medium esse, quo homo assequi possit 
supernaturalium veritatum cognitionem."19 

Hermes' system, then, is a deification of reason. For he makes reason 
not merely the sole norm and criterion of truth but the creator of all 
truth, even of the truth of our own existence. Therefore, since no 
being has any objective reality except that which deified reason bestows 
upon it, and since, on Hermes' own admission, reason itself is a purely 
subjective necessity, we must renounce all hope of attaining objective 
certitude; it is simply not man's lot (p. 187). 

In addition to theoretical reason, which concerns the affirmation of 
speculative truths, Hermes postulates another distinct faculty called 
practical reason. The function of practical reason is to impose an 
obligation upon the will with respect to necessary ends; its act is a 
categorical and ineluctable, though blind and subjective, command; 
it reinforces this command with the threat of disapproval in the event 
of disobedience; it is, therefore, the supreme law-giver (p. 206). 

What, according to Hermes, are the principle duties and ends which 
practical reason dictates? They may all be reduced to one, the duty 
of loving and esteeming the dignity of man for its own sake; for when 
this duty has been imposed upon the will as the supreme motive of all 

19 Breve Dum acerbissimas, in Bernasconi, Acta Gregorii XVI (Romae, 1901-4), II, 85. 
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human endeavours, the will of man becomes holy, and holiness is the 
highest nobility; therefore, the primary end of man is his human dig
nity, which is most worthy of being loved and perfected (p. 212). 

In Hermes' system, practical reason, conscience, the moral law, all 
duties, and finally, man's supreme end have no objective validity, but 
are mere subjective postulates. For although he speaks at great 
length about law, sanction, and moral obligation, nevertheless his 
denial of the essential requisite for true liberty, namely, a judgment 
that is objectively indifferent, reduces these terms to mere words de
prived of their objective, essential, and traditional meaning. There 
are, then, only two ways of judging with certitude about truth 
and actuality: the first consists in the affirmations of theoretical rea
son, and the second lies in the suppositions of practical reason; besides 
these two, there is absolutely no other means of certitude (p. 256). 
It is not surprising that the Cardinal inquisitors appointed to examine 
Hermes' doctrine gave the following as their considered judgment: 
"evanescere auctorem in cogitationibus suis (Rom. 1:21), pluraque in 
dictis operibus contexere absurda."20 

Thus far, our summary of nearly three hundred pages of Hermes' 
cumbersome and repetitive attempt to elaborate a new philosophical 
foundation for theology reveals that, without yet arriving at his main 
problem, the existence and nature of God, he has settled finally and 
apodictically the exact nature of man and man's supreme end. Has 
he not solved his initial problem by equivalently denying the possi
bility of God's existence? What possible need can theoretical reason, 
endowed as it is with creative power, or practical reason, the supreme 
law-giver, have for an objective God, infinite, omnipotent, and utterly 
transcendent? The only logical answer, granted Hermes' premises, 
is: "No need whatsoever." It matters not that a subjective God is a 
contradiction; Hermes, once committed to the unintelligibility of pure 
subjectivism, remains logically unintelligible to the bitter end. 

He can and must admit only a subjective God, who is just as much 
a creation of reason as Hermes himself, all other men, and all reality. 
But why should reason bother to create a God? Because, Hermes 
replies, reason is the purely subjective necessity whereby we are forced 

20 Bernasconi, Acta Gregorii XVI, II, 87. 
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to affirm the objectivity of ideas that have no objective validity; these 
ideas represent beings that are successive in duration, continually 
exercise mutual causality, and yet have no sufficient reason for their 
apparent being, either individually or collectively. Therefore, this 
primary postulate of reason, which forces us to affirm contingent being, 
demands as a second postulate that we be forced to admit an unique 
first cause of all contingent being (p. 365). 

Once Hermes, through his theoretical reason, has created a first 
cause, he is immediately confronted with the problem of its nature 
and attributes. This problem, which had tortured him in his youth, 
is no longer difficult. Since God, as the unique first cause, is merely 
a subjectively necessary postulate in order to bolster up a primary 
postulate which is also subjectively necessary (i.e., the reality of con
tingent being), reason must postulate for its God those attributes alone 
without which the former two postulates could not stand (p. 366). 

According to Hermes, therefore, God as the first cause must be the 
unique, eternal, absolute, and immutable creator of the changing world 
(p. 389). But reason does not postulate infinite perfection of intellect, 
will, or power in God (pp. 449, 455, 484). How the uniquely infallible 
faculty of deified reason could admit the contradictory possibility 
that an eternal and immutable being could be finite is a mystery whose 
revelation could only be accepted on Hermesian faith. 

Having seen everything that theoretical reason can teach us about 
God, the question arises immediately: What can be known about God 
by practical reason? Nothing whatsoever about God's existence, 
Hermes replies; for practical reason forces us to hold as true and actual 
only: (1) our moral obligations and last end, and (2) anything else 
that is necessary to fulfill these obligations and thus attain our last 
end. But man's moral obligations and last end do not depend upon 
God, because practical reason itself is at one and the same time the 
legislator, law, and sanction, before we have any knowledge of God, 
and indeed independently of God (pp. 410, 206, 463). 

However, once God's existence and attributes are postulated by 
theoretical reason, then practical reason teaches us a great deal more, 
particularly about God's relative attributes and the purpose of crea
tion; for practical reason, precisely because its own categorical impera
tives are in no way dependent on God, must demand of God a morality 



14 THEOLOGICAL STUDIES 

in harmony with its own (p. 463). Indeed, Hermes adds—with a 
tortuous perversion of truth difficult to equal or parallel—if our moral 
obligations were to depend on God, practical reason would not be 
constrained to postulate moral attributes in God precisely in order to 
bring Him into hartnony with its own moral imperatives, and conse
quently God would be a being without all morality. Furthermore, 
since in such an hypothesis we would know that the imperatives of 
practical reason have their origin in God and not in reason itself, we 
could not avoid attributing the moral order to the arbitrary restriction 
of our autonomy by God Himself, and thereby all duties would cease 
to have any moral obligation (p. 463). 

The two moral attributes which practical reason must postulate in 
God, in order to make His morality harmonious with its own, are , 
sanctity and benevolence; for, as we have seen above, the unique 
ultimate end that practical reason, independently of God's existence or 
of any knowledge of Him, proposes as the supreme end of all human 
endeavour is the dignity, perfection, and happiness of man. When 
man is motivated in all his actions by this end alone, he is holy; holiness 
consists in benevolence towards oneself and all men. Therefore, 
practical reason must impose the same motivation upon God; for 
reason, which is the sanction of law, charges us with the unholiness of 
guilt if we do not will absolutely for ourselves and others the greatest 
possible perfection and happiness as our last end. Hence it would be 
impossible to affirm either God's sanctity or our own moral obligations 
unless practical reason assumes that God, by the necessity of His na
ture, is constrained to will what we are bound to will by autonomous 
reason (p. 469). 

Such a concept of sanctity obviously ascribes to God only liberty of 
spontaneity, even as it deprives men of true liberty of election. The 
denial of internal liberty of indifference to God in His actions ad extra 
is proved undeniably by Hermes' assertion: 

In order to postulate God's sanctity, practical reason demands that God will 
all the goodness that He knows; but the goodness willed by God may well be 
limited, since it is entirely possible that the knowledge of God is limited, and 
hence He may not know all the goodness that beings outside Himself are capable 
of receiving (p. 469). 



THE END OF CREATION IS 

Quite clearly, then, the sole motive of God's creative will, His sok 
finis operands, must be man and his ultimate perfection; this is stated 
in explicit terms by Hermes: "Since I am a being of reason and, as 
such, constitute an end unto myself, therefore I must be the end of 
God's will" (p. 479). In this brief sentence we have Hermes' complete 
doctrine on the purpose of creation: (1) the ultimate and sole finis 
operis is man's complete happiness; (2) the sole finis operands is like
wise man's complete happiness. There is absolutely no place in 
Hermes' system for the extrinsic glory of God as an end of creation. 

Why cannot it be the finis operands? The reason obviously is not 
the one that Catholic doctrine proposes, namely, that God cannot be 
motivated by any finite being without ceasing to be infinite;21 for 
Hermes holds vigorously that God's creative will is not only motivated 
but also determined by the finite goodness of man's complete happi
ness. His sole reason for denying that extrinsic glory is God's motive 
in creating lies in his chimerical and heretical notion of divine sanctity. 

It is also impossible in Hermes' system for the extrinsic glory of God 
to be in any way the finis operis of creatures. He cannot even admit 
with St. Thomas22 and Suarez23 that, although extrinsic glory is in no 
way either the finis operands or the finis operis simpUciter ultimus, 
it is nevertheless the finis quo ultimus operis of creation. For such 
an admission, in view of his denial of God's infinity and of His liberty 
in creation, would necessarily make extrinsic glory the motive of 
God's creative will and thus destroy his chimerical notions of God's 
sanctity and of man's autonomy. Such an admission might logically 
lead to a denial of his fundamental principles, that reason creates God, 
that neither man nor God are intrinsically free in any action, and that 
man's summum bonum is not God, but himself. 

We are now in a position to summarize briefly from his own writings 
those errors of Hermes which were the occasion of the definition of the 
Vatican Council concerning extrinsic glory as the end of the world: 
(1) God is not free in creating, but necessarily wills all the finite good
ness that He knows; (2) the internal attribute that forces God to 

21 Cf. Cone. Colon,, Coll. Lac, V, 291; S. Thomas, C. Gent., I, 74. 
22 Sum. Theol, I, q. 19, a. 1 ad lm; C. Gent., Ill, 17-18. 
23 Disp. Metaph., disp. XXIV, sect. 1; De Ultimo Fine Hominis, disp. Ill, sect. 1. 
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create is His sanctity; (3) by creation God's perfection is increased 
(this error follows logically from the necessity of creation and was 
condemned explicitly by the Vatican Council); (4) the unique finis 
operands and the unique finis operis of creation are identical and consist 
in man's complete happiness; (5) the extrinsic glory of God can in no 
way be the finis operis of creation. 

However, the following points should be stressed: (1) Hermes was by 
no means in error in denying that extrinsic glory is the finis operands 
of creation; in this simple denial he was in exact accord with Catholic 
doctrine, even though his reasons were absurd and heretical. (2) 
His heretical doctrine is the denial that the extrinsic glory of God is in 
any way the finis operis of creation. (3) His error of fact consists in 
this, that he attributed to the Church the false doctrine that extrinsic 
glory is the finis operands of creation; for he thought that extrinsic 
glory could not be in any way the finis operis without being the motive 
of God's creative will. 

Therefore, no Catholic theologian who knows the precise nature of 
the Hermesian errors and is well versed in the doctrine of St. Thomas 
will explain the Catholic dogma, "Si quis mundum ad Dei gloriam 
conditum esse negaverit: A. S.,"24 in such a way as even to imply, 
much less propose explicitly, that the extrinsic glory of God is either 
the finis operands, ratio sufficiens creationis unice Deo digna, the finis 
ultimus ab ipso Deo intentus, or the finis operis simpliciter ultimus of 
the world. Such an explanation is simply not Catholic; even Hermes, 
whose common sense was not entirely destroyed by his subjectivism, 
was able to point out the falsity of this explanation with the same argu
ment used by St. Thomas,25 as follows: 

Although all agree that God did not seek His own advantage in creating, never
theless there are theologians who assert that God's purpose in creating was His 
own glory. They prove this assertion as follows:'God's perfections are manifested 
everywhere by creation; God, the most perfect being, certainly had the most per
fect purpose; but He could have had no purpose more perfect than Himself.' 
To state the invalidity of this proof, I think it should be sufficient merely to re
mark that in this hypothesis we must conclude that everyone who does his work 
so perfectly that the product gives testimony to the perfection of the workman 
must act from a desire of glory (p. 471). 

24 Cone. Vat., sess. Ill, can. 5. 
25 De Pot., q. 3, a. 15 ad 14m; C. Gent., I, 93. 
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THE DOCTRINE OF THE VATICAN COUNCIL 

Having seen from his own writings the genesis, evolution, and final 
statement of Hermes' errors concerning the end of creation, we are now 
in a position to understand the condemnation directed against him by 
the Vatican Council, in the Dogmatic Constitution, Dei Filius, and 
in canon 5 annexed to it. For purposes of clarity, we shall treat the 
Council's doctrine under the following headings: (1) finis operands9, 
(2) finis operis simpliciter ultimus; (3) gloria Dei extrinseca; (4) finis cui. 
Private judgment has no more guarantee of infallibility in the inter
pretation of conciliar decrees than it has in the exegesis of Holy Scrip
ture, and hence our method of interpreting consists in the citation of 
those official documents wherein the intention of the Fathers of the 
Council is contained. 

The Finis Operands of Creadon 

The authoritative Reladones of the "Deputatio de Fide" show con
clusively that the phrase "bonitate sua" in the first chapter, second 
paragraph, of the Dei Filius, designates the finis operands of creation: 

Secunda paragraphus huius capitis apponitur contra eosdem nominatim er-
rores. . . . , sed etiam contra eos qui Catholicam Ecclesiam calumniantur propter 
doctrinam suam qua dicit mundum creatum fuisse propter gloriam Dei, quasi 
nempe, Deum sisteret suae propriae utilitatis et sui proprii commodi studiosum, 
quasi nempe, Ecclesia negaret finem operantis fuisse bonitatem suam, ut nempe 
bonitatem suam creaturis impertiretur.26 

Quoad iterum priorem partem [the same paragraph] attinet, scilicet, doctrinam 
ipsam qualis est in se, exponitur primo motivum creationis, scilicet 'bonitate 
sua.'27 

In these official statements of the meaning of the phrase "bonitate 
sua," it is clear that the calumny of Hermes is refuted and the doctrine 
of St. Thomas is affirmed: 

Bonitas in Deo importat rationem finis in quo est plenissima perfectio; finis 
autem movet efficientem ad agendum; unde et bonitas Dei movet quodammodo 
ipsum ad operandum, non quidem ut ipse bonitatem acquirat, sed ut bonitatem 
suam aliis communicet. Ut enim dictum est, Deus non agit propter appetitum 
finis, sed propter amorem finis, volens communicare bonitatem suam quantum 

26 Simor, Relatio, Coll. Lac., VII, 86. 
27 Gasser, Relatio, Coll. Lac., VII, 109. 


