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Dr.  Hrennan will already be known as  the a u t h o r  of a remarkable 
essay i n  psychological synthesis (Gctternl I '~ychology ,  cf. BLACK- 
F R I A K S ,  1937, pp. 7j7-762), published a few years ago, which aimed 
a t  the incorporation of the results of modern research into one or- 
ganic body of psychological ductrille based 011 the philosophical 
system of Aristotle and St.  Thomas. Despite its nitrrow-sounding 
title, !>is iafest work is no less ambitious i n  spirit and scope. As 
l ' r o l c s w  M. J .  Adler observes in  a Prefxre, '. . . i n  the writing 
of this book, he (Dr. Hrennan) has never lost sight of his fanda- 
meritid aini to unify psychology by properly conceiving- its subject- 
malter and rightly ordering its philosophical m t l  scientific parts.' 
For  !his reason 111-. :Urennan's book shou:d bc of intere5t not only 
to students of St. Thomas, but to all thosi: w h o  are concerned a s  
to  the ultimate fate of scientific psychology. I t  has long been evi- 
dent that if the latter is to survive at  ..ill as an indopendent science, 
it must be based on  :I sound metaphysic. 'l'lir divorce of scientific 
psj-chology from speculative .philosophy may 1i;ive had certain ad- 
vatitages Iron1 the point ol view of tecliiiicjiie, but 0 1 1  the whole it 
Iias oiily led to uncertainty and confusion ; \vhi1c the consequent con- 
cenrr:ition on.-phenomuiia has tended to rt:tluce psychology to the Ic:.el 
of pure physiology. Hence tlic urgent i ~ ( ! c d  01' sume Lint l 'of  syn- 
diesis 'between scientific and philostrphic psyclio~ogy, which is being 
f v i r  and voiced by many psychologists t o - h y .  I l r .  Brcnnan's work 
lvill go  far to fulfil such ;t 1icu.d. Hi5 wliole aim is to present St. 
l'homas's psychology as a .per fcdy  balanced .sxnt!iesis, based on :I 

true appreciation of the iiature of l iving being., especially of nia11, 
as  a psychc-physical unity, ii besoulctl <irganism, a creature com- 
posed of matter and spirit, whose operations f a l l  \v i th in  the scopc 
01 scientific investigation, but whose lunclaniental nature is the 
proper st.udy of philos~phy. The b d k  of tlie btwk is t;~l<en up with 
t h i s  presentation, .which follows the lines of St. 'I'honias's trc;itise 
1)z  Hor)tii2e in the .qzc!)zrnu ?'hco/ogicci. I t  i:, preceded by a shorter 
account of [Iristotie's D e  Anitnn,  dcsigllctl to shon. tlie Aristotelean 
deriv;ition of S t .  Thomas's doctrine \vhi:c 111-inging out the anthro- 
pologic:!l emphasis of the latter as against .the more animistic: :tp- 
proach of Aristotle. 'I'he book cn t l s  witli an I<pilogue 011 the state 
of inotlern and contemporary schools 01  psychology, in which Dr. 
Hrennan shows how the principles of the Thon~istic synthesis can 
be used a s  ' LI basic set o f  tools for working over and measuring the 
value of the data of experimentation and scientific observation.' 
l'iierc is an admirable page-ant\-line bibhqgraphy, containing ;i lvealth 
of reference to relevant authorities both classical and modern. Alto- 
gether, we are  again indebted to the author for ;I valuable and tiiiiely 
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contributiori to the  task of building up a unified and stable science 
a l  psychology. 

EGBERT COLE. O.P. 

S7. 'I'rinar.~ ASI) AXAI.OGY. I3y tlie Rev.  C;. 13. I'helan. The Aquiiias 
Lecture, 194.1. ('The hlarquet te  Ciiiversity Press, hlilwaukee, 
Wis. ; 3 I .so.) 

I t  is p o d  t o  find popular attention turned t o  the questic;n of  ana- 
logy; so little nirnticrned in modern manuals, so much insisted upon 
by Caj r tan .  T h e  difficulty, however, of Oelivering a short  lecture, 
upun ;I subject so complicated and mntu i t ious ,  t o  aii audience uii- 
vcrsetl i n  philosophical niceties, must !,e evident to  all. i n  face ol  
i t  F r .  Phelan has to spend nearly half his time in siniple preparation 
of tile ground,  and  t o  use language  that  :it tiiiic's does not avoid il 

certain (:onfi:sion ; i t  would be possible, for  inst .~nce,  t o  think tha t  
the ' iealni ol' cssence ' w a s  being (pp. 7-8) inwrlted oft' f rom ' the 
realm of  mc:tapliysical abstraction ' (as i f  essc was tlie 0bjN.t of 
i i~ t . t c+~~l~\s ics )  ; or that  tihc ' clarity and distinctness ' that he so rightly 
rejects is o ~ r :  proper to essences rather t h x n  to riili/l~c,,iciticci. 

\ V i m  at. last, vague  uses of the  teim analog-y having been set 
aside, lie ferls,ablc to plunge info t h r  lieart of his subject, he has  
little >pace in which t o  point to  the dilliculties that  i n u s t  :irise ; lie 
L X I  but sketch an outlinc. He  deals first, and (surprisingly) at cotii- 
parativr lengt,li, witli analogy of ineyual i ty ,  a t  w h i c h  point we \van- 
dc: why he chooses suc:h elaborate exaniples xvheti Cajef :in ~ v o u l c l  
have any g e n u s  do. Passing to a m l o g y  o f  attribution, perhaps the 
m ~ s ;  difficult typc: to  undcrstantl, he strai.ghtly ~ ~ i i ~ i n t ; ~ i n s  that  though 
' lugiciilly vdi t l  ' i t  is ' too we:il~ to bear the weight o f  nietapIij.sica1 
prec1ica:iun ' (p .  z S ) ,  and he later denies it an!. prol)at;vc par t  i n  nlctil- 
phy.;ica! denionstration ; he cculd not be cspectccl, i n  such :I lecture, 
LO cnier  more tlceply tipon this controvcrtctl point, but  its difii*ulty 
might,  w i th  advantage  perhaps, have been indicated ; we t l o  not en- 
tirely :irree with his conclusion. r\n;iIogy of pix)pc:r proportionality 
is r;i~;i~ily a:;d coinp:!cntly otitline.tl i n  several places, and is distin- 
guished, ;IS aIr;ne metaphysically valitl, ;igainst a!] other  ;inalogies, 
these rithei- not realising the utiu/ogu!?i intrinsically in e x h  iiriolog(z- 
litni ; o r ,  i f  they do, tloing so in ' the s ;~ i i ie  manner of inode ' ; here 
:(gain 2.;) the rnforccd brevity leads tv :i ccrtdiii c~onl'usion, since 
neither o f  these qualifitlat ions apply to niet:iph(;ric:tl :in;ilogy, o f  \vhich 
however n o  mention is made. until .later. 

'1.hei-c. is tlic old difficulty of I<nglish rc.ntlering-s tcir L l t i n  \ v ~ r ( l s .  
'l'iw Ircturcr uses an;ilogue (pp. 37, j8), ,inalog-iitc (1). ~8), even m a -  
logics (6 29), all t o  render miu/ogLit?im, which has  ;I confusing effect 
on the  incsperienced reader, a n d  1cavc:s nothing f o r  ciilcdoglim, esccpt  
' an:ilogated perfection ' (pp. 27,  28). This  latter phrase, inoreover, 
has a rather unfortunate use in n. 5 5 ,  n.hen it takes  t h e  place, in 
translation of an  admirably clear passage fruin Nari ta in ,  of ' lu chose 




